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The United States and the Soviet Unicn agreed on a draft

esolution endorsing the treaty and asking the three depositary
governments (the United States, the United Kingdom, and the
Soviet Union) to open it for gignature. They were able to
find 18 co-sponsors for this resolution, which was tabled
in the First Committee on May 1, and 9 more for a slightly
revised versicn submitted two days later., No Iatin American
cc-sponsors could b2 found at this ssage, and only two black
, ~ African states, Somalia and Sudan, agreed tc co-spcnsor.
‘Although most countries favored the treaty, such influentlal
nations as Mexlco, Sweden, and Japan favored treaty amendments,

- et e A— o *

Ve

e e .

Japanese proposal

As previcusly noted, the Japanese had tcld us that they
coculd not co-sponsor the draft resolution for domestic
political reasons.2 Before the General Assembly met, we
learned that they were thinking of introducing a draft

-resolution in which the Assembly would declare that the
1 - nuclear states were "entrusted with control over their

. nuclear weapons" until they were placed under "effective
international control" and call on the nuclear powérs to
exercise control over thelr nuclear weapons "in the interest

/of the/ maintenance of international peace and security,"3

On a preliminary basis, we thought that something like this

might be useful but doubted that India and other "threshold"
countries would welcome the implied blessing of the eA;Suing
nuclear club.

e e s vl

e . A revised version of this resolution (April 11) added
: an initial operative paragraph on the responsibility of states
1 to refrain from the use of force in internaticnal relations
: and to settle international disputes by peaceful means. The
- other operative paragraphs read as follows:

‘ lsee Sisco (State/I0) to Rusk, memorandum, May lO, 1968,
Limited Official Use. The opening phase of the First Committee
debate 1is reviewed in Internati onal Negotiatlons on the Treaty
on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear weapons, pp. 117 ff.

<See above, p. 348.

3Prom Tokyo, tel, 6155, Mar. 4, 1968, Ccnfidential.

BPo Tokyo, tel. 141037 Apr. 3, 1968, Confidentlal,

L

e e

-SBOREEANOPORN-
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2, Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to
control their nuclear arms in conformity with the
above responsibility. .

3. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to
make the utmost efforts, in conformity with the
above responsibility, towards an international
system for the effective control of nuclear
arms,l

In New York, Japanese Ambassader Abe told Buffum that
the linkage of nuclear weapons with general and complete
disarmement in the treaty did not mean much to Tokyo, which

" doubted that general and complete disarmament would ever be
achieved, Ambaszsador Buffum then asked whether it would help
if we added the fOllOWLHg non-use paragraph to the ]oint
draft resolution: .

/The General Assembly/ requests all States
possessing nuclear weapons, in the interest of
international peace and security, to assure they
will not use such weapons 1in any manner
inconsistent with the purpose, principles, and
provisions of the UN Charter.é

Washingten agreed that Buffum's suggestion would be a useful
addition to the joint rescliuticn but wondered whether
potential nuclear powers would support it., It warned that
the new language would remind other countries of the .
"sensitive fact" that the United States and the Soviet Union
had been unable to agree to a more comprehensive non-use
deciaration and of the nthiopidn rescolution adopted by

the General Assembly in 1961.3

Later, a Japanese delegate expiained tc ‘De Palma that .
their draft resolution was based on three principles: (1) the
distinction between nuclear and non-nuclear states should be

irrom Tokyo, tel. 7387, Apr., 12, 1968, Secret.
2From New York, tel. 4512, Apr. 17, ;968 Confidential,
. 370 New York, fel. 1M87J), Apr. 18, 1968, conridential.
For the non-use declaration see ahove, pp. 279-281, 311-313.
The Ethiopian and other non-use proposals are discussed
below, ¢hapter K6.

SECREFAROPORN
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temporary and transitional; (2) during this transitional
period none of the nuclear powers should violate the
principles of the Charter; and (3) the distinction between

: ' nuclear and non-nuclear nations should be progressively

: eliminated, possibly through international control of nuclear
' ‘ weapons by some supranational body. It was important to try
to get France and Communist China to accept some obligations. -

AP i mn— v .

Ambassador De Palma observed that the Japanese approach

. - was hot related to the question of non-use of nuclear weapons,
i ' He thought that the ftreaty took care of the Japanese problem
by recognizing that iv was only a step in the disarmament .
process, But the Japanese proposal would not be acceptable -
to the Soviets, who had always opposed control of existing.
weapons, Moreover, the "control" of nuclear weapons which

the Japanese sought seemed to differ from general and complete
disarmament,l

S T R PR T T

In the light of this discussion, the Japanesé Foreign
Ministry decided to.eliminate the "control" terminology and

~§ to replace the second and third paragraphs with the following
language: ’

2, Calls upon all nuclear-weapcn States to
act in conformity with the above responsibillty and
to assure that the nuclear weapons in thelr possession
shall not be used in any fashion inconsistent with '
the above-mentioned principles.2 .

Chdt e ot bt

When Ambassador Tsuruoka presented the new version to
Buffum and Fisher to New York, he noted that it took Buffum's
suggestion into account. Ambassadcr Buffum pointed out that
; -his suggestion was informal and personal and that Washington
i viould be concerned about opening up the non-use question,

: since this might lead to proposals which we could not accept.3

The Japanﬁse were primarily motivated by domestic political
concerns. .

B R T L

N b

iProm New York, tel. 4762, Apr. 25, 1968, Confidential,
2From Tokyo, tel, 7840, Apr, 27, 1968, Secret,

From New York, tel. 4799, Apr. 27, 1968, Confidential,
From New York, tel. 4839, Apr., 29, 1968, Confidential,

ot g e b
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On May 1, First Deputy Forelgn Minister Kuznetsov told
Goldberg that the Japanese resolution was unacceptable and
asked for our help in stopping it. On the next day,
Amnbassadors Buffum and Fisher discussed the question with
. Mendelevich, Before reaching a decision on the Kuznetsov
, request, they wished to be sure that we could get Soviet
support 1n stifling resolutions, e.g., on non-use, that 4
we found objectlonable, Ambassador Mendelevich replied
that the Soviet deliegation supported full bilateral coorpination
of all proposals related to the treaty and would jointlyi
resist any divisive initiatives at thils session., He added
that the Soviet Union did not yet have a {lrm position on
the resolution and asked us to persuade the Japanese to
postpone introducing it. After this discussion, Ambassador
Goldberg asked Tsuruoka nct to submit it untll there had
been a further opportunity for consultation,l '

B ety Lmiw it @ e e

B T T

Washington agreed that we should try to get the Japanese’
to postpone intreduction., While it was concerned about the
i dangers Buffum had mentioned to Tsuruoka, it noted that the
i . Japanese formula was consistent with the position Rusk had
~ taken on the Ethiopian proposal in 1962 and declded that we
could support the resolution if its relaticnship to Charter
principles was made explicit.?

4% ot e vadee w0 wmaD YA TerAT A ST

i .

! ) The Soviets were reluctant to abandon the posslibillty of

: some non-use formula., Soviet delegates Grinevsky and
Tt . Shevchenko later suggested an agreement that the nuclear powers

; undertake not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuciear
parties to the treaty which were not mepbers of alliances with
auclear powers. We reacted negatively.3 '

Mexlcan amendments

Although the Soviets publicly joined us in opposing any
! amendments to the draft treaty or the joint resolution, some
; Soviet delegates apparently intimated to the Mexicans that
: ‘ minor amendments might be acceptable, On May 9 the Mexlcans

lprom New York, tel. 4911, May 3, 1968, Secret.:
2To New York, tel., 157923, May 3, 1968, Confidential. .
3From New York, tel. 5025, May 9, 1968, Secret/Limdis,

SEGRERANOFORN
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gave other Latin American delegates a working paper proposing
: several amendments to the draft treaty. The following new
: preambular paragraph would be added:

: : Recalling that, in accordance with /the/ U,N,

' " Charter, States shouid refrain in their inter-
national relations from the threat or use of force
and should advance the maintenance of international
peace and security with the least possible diversion
of the world's human and economic resources towards
armaments, '

.wd

The second paragraph of article IV would be changed to read:

J N

All parties to the Treaty have éfhé? right
. to have access to scientific and technological

? information on peaceful uses of nuclear energy and’
: to participate in the wldest possible exchange

K ' of such information, ‘Parties to the Treaty in a
position to do so shall also contribute ang

" cooperation in contributing alone or with other
States...

B R R .

Article V would be revised as follws

Fach Party to this Treaty undertakes to take
appropriate measures to insure that, in accordance
with the Trezty, under adequate international
observation and through appropriate international
. procedures, the potential benefits of all peaceful
; applications of nuclear explosions will pe
; : . available to non-nuclear weapon States Party to
. -this Treaty on a non-discriminatory basls and
: that the charge to such Parties for the explosive
: devices used will be as low as possible and exclude
any charge for research and development. It is
understood that non-nuclear-weapon States Party
to this Treaty will be 1n a pesition to obtain
such benefits pursuant to a special agreement which
should be approved by the UNGA as soon as possible,
through an appropriate international body with
adequate representation of non-nucliear-weapon States,
: Parties so desiring will likewise he able to obtain
] those benefips pursuant to special bilateral
B aye%wMS.;

[P RS

- A VAT G 45
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The phrase "including the cessation of the manufacture and
perfection of such arms" would be added after the reference
to measures to stop the nuclear arms race in article VI.~*

R kTR v

In Mexico City, Foreign Secretary Carrillo Flores told
U.S. Ambassador Freeman that the Mexlcan delegates were
: . sincerely convinced that their effort to obtain agreement
i on "minor and harmless amendménts" was more helpful to the
treaty than the "take it or lezve it" tactics of the
United States and the Soviet Union. -Ambassador Freeman
' warned the Mexicans that we did not consider their amendments
' "minor" or "harmless" and that they might open up Pandora's
box. The Unlted States and the Soviet Union had gone
half-way in accepting the suggestlons of the non-nuclear
. powers, including Mexlico. While we appreciated their intentions,
i we feared that the worklng paper would have divisive results
and impair the prospects of the joint resolution.?

s Washington was very concerned about the Mexican move,

: It feared that "indication of our willingness /fo/ consider

: acceptance of any amendments at this stage, even if

: ‘ innocuous, could open /Eh§7 floodgates," since other ccuntries
would be tempted to taxe the same course. The Mexican
amendments raised a "host of serious and complex substantive
problems," and their consideration could only.delay the
conclusion of the treaty. Our Embassies in Latin America .
were immedlately instructed to warn that the U,S..Government,
Congress, and American public opinion would find 1t difficult
to understand why Latin Americans should take an initiatilve
;- to frustrate a treaty to which we attached so much importance.3

P e e

—e

At New York, Mr, fisher told Chilean Ambassador Pifiera
that the Mexican move would seriously set back the treaty's
chances., Although we were not putting the treaty forward
on a "take it or leave it" basls, a few amendments could
start an svalanche which would cause us great trouble., We

. hed objections to all the amendments, e.g., to the change in

PR s

lFrom New York, tels.35024, May 9, 1968, Limited Offtcial’
Use, and 5025, May 9, 1968, Secret/Limdis. :
2From Mexico, tel, 4812, May 9, 1968, Confidential,
3Cire, tel. 161473, May 10, 19568, Secret,
|

te A TR MAt mesatet Yy vl mfe e -
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article VI. Thls would affect the manufacture and maintenance
of nuclear weapons and could not be verified. Ambassador
Pinera retorted that we were making "arguments of authority,"
which Mr. Fisher denied.l

e a e —

On initial analysis, we found the Mexican amendments
undesirable or unnecessary. The preambular change was
unnecessary and pessibly. harmful because it mivht erncourage

, attempts to deal with security assurances in the treaty
itself. The Mexlcan changes in the peacefui-uses article
were undesirable because they would run counter to the
principle of exchanges of information rather than unilateral-
access, leave us with thne obiigation of glving the same
degrec of access to Communist countriles as to friendly

natlons, and ignore legal rlghts on patents and the protection
of indusvrial property.

PUTTURTRe Sy TN . I}

It wculd be premature and unnecessary to try to spell
out all the procedures for peaceful nucleer explosilon
servieces in article V., VWhile we had proposed the
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles freeze and the fissicnable
materials producticn cutoff and the treaty would obligate
parties to negotiate for nuclear disarmament, the Mexlcan
amendment to article VI was not desirable:

e -

PRIy P T

... But short of GCD, 1t is not practical
to halt /the/ manufacture of nuclear weapons or
their improvement, Such measures would reguire
; /the/ most extensive verification. As long as
¢ nuclear weapcns exist, there is no way to verify .
) that they are not beLng taken apart, remanufactured
s , and improved without standing guard over every weapon -
; which would be wholly unacceptavle. /The/ result
; of thg7 Mexican amendment would therefore be to
: focus negotiating elforts mere on GCD than on

.measures such as /the/ cut off and freeze which 1_347
more acnhievavle in today's world.

NPt ————

IFrom New York, tel, 5048, May 10, 1968, Confidential,
The U.S. fis sionable materials cutoff propoual would not
actually stop the manufacture of new nuclear weapons by
cannibaliizing undestroyed weapons in the svockplle or by using
previously produced fissilonable materials that were not
transferred to peaceful uses,

201rc. tel, 162526, May 11, 1968, Confidential.
SECRERANOFORN
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In discussions with Goldberg and Fisher, Ambassador
Garcla Robles agreed not to formally submit the Mexican
amendments 1n the First Committee but to make an informai
approach to the Co-Chairmen, perhaps through a small Latin

" Ameriecan working group. NMr. Kuznetsov a§reed to joint
American-Soviet talks with the Mexicans. Without
formally tablling the amendments, Ambassador Garcia Robles
publiicly advocated them in the First Committee on May 16.
The Chilean representative also advocated changes in the
peaceful-uses and review provisions of the treaty.2

D L Y

African attitudes

The African states had not yet made up their minds
vihen the session began, Nigerian Ambassador Sule Kolo,
whe had previously shown some vexation at the Co-Chairmen's
negotiating tactics,3 told Fisher on May 2 that he now felt
that the treaty was the best obtainable and that the Africans
should sign 1t in order to guarantee a nuclear-free Africa.
Many were upset at U.S. pressure, and 1E would help if we
could say that South Africa wouid sign. In a statement
to the First Committee, he repeated some of his previous
criticisms of the treaty but said that it should be concluded
"as urgently as possible,"D .

J R S

Ethiopia, the other African member of _the ENDC, stated
her position in reply tc¢ our aide-mémoire. 6 The Ethicpians
supported non~proliferation in principle but objected to the

~ "diseriminatory" nature of safeguards and the vagueness of the
disarmament provisions. They wondered whether enough
nuclear and near-nuclear nations would ratify the treaty to
make it meaningful. And they considered the tripartite
security assurances proposal unworkable and unrediistic,?

FESVETENIN

poten

: . 1Prom New York, tel. 5085, May 11, 1968, Confidential.
! For American-Soviet talks with the Latin Americans, see -
belowé rp. 375-376.

International Negotiatlons on the Treaty on the Non-
i proliferation of Nuclear Weaponhs, p. 120,

3See azbove, p. 288.

Lprom New York, tel. 4890, May 2, 1968, Confidential,

International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliPerafion of N lear Weapons, pp. 117-118.

LSee above, p, 358.
, TProm Addis Ababa, agm. A-603, May 4, 1968, Limited
Officlal Use,

’ SECRETANOFORN
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Other African states made more radical criticisms,
In the Pirst Committee, the Kenyan representative attacked
the treaty for failing to halt "vertical proliferation"
and urged that France and Communist China be brought
into the negotiations, He considered the security assurances
to be inadequate: The three nuclear powers--the United
States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union--should
. agree by a treaty to defend any ncn-nuclear state that was
' threatened or attacked by nuclear weapons, MNoreover, nothing
i required South Africa, a near-nuclear nation and a threat
: to its African neighbors, to sign the treaty, South Africa,
; he declared, probably already had "a good stock of nuclear
: - weapons" in its possession,l

3 Ay A T o e W o f b G
1

. The Ghanalan representative took a similar position

§ and suggested to Fisher that General Assembly action be

postponed until after the non-nuclear conference, Mr, Fisher

replied that thls would delay the treaty for a full year and !
might cause it to fail apart.© Later, the Gnanaians took

. the line that the black African nations should refuse to sign . .

the treaty unless the United States, the United Kingdom,

and the Sovlet Unlion guaranteed their securlty agailnst

South Africa through a special Security Council resolutien,3

e

The South African attitude made 1t mere difficult to
win the support of the black Africans, South Africa was not
ready to sign the treaty and was initially reluctant to even
vote for the endorsement resolution., Ambassador Botha was
concerned about the expansicn cf safeguards to cover ore
production and the treaty’s impact on domestlc uses of nuclear
€Energy. S )

[P SR PRSP

-,

Some black Africans were also dissatisfied with the
position of the great powers on the issue of Southwest
Africa, which the General Assembly was also considering.
‘While we did not want this 1ssue linked with the non-
proliiferation treaty and we wished to avold provoking the
black Africans into bargaining for South African adherence

£ s v ERAATWEML c e Pl

1r/c.1/PV.1562, pp. 16-25,

' 2From New York, tel. 4942, May 3, 1968, Confidential.

: The Ghanaian delegation later tried to work up formal amendment
(from_New York, tel. 5047, May 10, 1668, Confidentlal), '
i ) From New York, tel. 5294, May 23, 1968, Confidential,.

i . From New York, tel. 4894, May 2, 1968, Confidential.

~

—SECRET/NOFORN"
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to the treaty, we sent the following l1instructlion to our
| © Embassies in Africa: .

...BEmbassies at their discretion may wish to
explain to host govts in course of normal contacts
and in /the/ general context of /the/ NPT that
[the/ NPT /is/ in their interest precisely because
it could help prevent /Scuth Africa/ from acquiring
nuclear weapons, You may say that we have been
discussing /the/ NPT bilaterally with /The/

South African Government and are hopeful that /the/
latter will adhere to /the/ treaty even though it
had not yet indicated its attitude on the draft
vefore the current /General Assembly/. Widespread
support_including /fhe/ black African countries

of /the/ NPT draft would make 1t much. more difficult
for /South Africa/ nct to support /the/ NPT at

/the General Assembly/.

We have tried to make 1t clear in New York
that disarmament subjects like /the/ NPT should
be considered on their own merits and that
precgress cannot be made on disarmament 1f political
stumbling blocks arising from other issues are
raised. Of all disarmament discussions currentvly
under discussion or in view, /the/ NPT would
appear to be of /the/ greatest value to black
African countries given their fear that South
Africa may develop nuclear weapons,l :

\

The South African position

If the parliamentary situation in the General Assembly
made 1t desirable to obtain South African support for the
: ) joint resolution, South Africa's position as a near-nuclear
nation and a uranlium suppller made it important to persuade
her to adhere to the treaty. Ambassador Botha publicly
expressed his country's_concerns in a statement of May 20
to the First Committee.? A team of American experts, headed

lcire. tel. 165731, May 16, 1968, Limited Official Use.
2International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 121-122,

SECRERANSPORN
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E by ACDA Assistant Director Scoville, was now sent to

' South Africa, After their visit, the South Africans decided
to support the resolution without as yet committing themselves
to sign the treaty.

During the visit of the Scoville group (May 27-28), the
: Americans clarified the interpretation of various treaty -
! . .provisions. These clarifications were later formulated in a
: , "memorandum of discussion” prepared by the South Africans
; and corrected by us. This memorandum was a Scuth African
i document rather than a formally agreed bliateral inter-
! pretation of the treaty. In response to South African
i ' inguiries, -we acknowledged that there was no control under
; article I, Owing to intelligence activities, however, there
' . would be considerable risk of a violation bscoming knownh,
i and there was little incentive for a nuclear power %o
i transfer nuclear weapons,
l !
i

We explained that the term "manufacture" was not defined
in article II because all scientific developments could not
be anticipated., The treaty did not, however, preclude "basic
research and development, e,g., on plutonium metallurgy,
which would have a clear value for the peaceful application
of nuclear energy, even though' such research might at the
same time be of some value in manufacturing a weapon.,” On
the otier hand, it precluded the manufacture of "an actual
device which could be used for carrying out a nuclear
explosion,'

Asked about the undertaking in article II "not to seek
or recelve any assistance," we said that nothing in the
treaty prohibited the production of fissionable materials
under safeguards., We believed that assistance in peaceful.
nuclear programs to treaty parties would be facilitated,  But
a non-nuclear party would not receive assistance in the
technology of nuclear explosive devices, We further explained:

A ME L et P e b e v b v n st

...0n the other hand, there was nothing in
the Treaty to prevent a non-nuclear weapon country
from 1tself undertaklng, or receiving assistance in
respect of, all technological agpects involved in

REPIPREE YISOV IR SN
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. the applicationh of nuclear explosions to peaceful
: purposes. The only preclusion was the technology
i - of the device 1tself, Other facets of any
particular project, such as the engineering
involved, would nct be affected by the terms of
‘the Treaty, "Furthermore, all the relevant techno-
logical information would be freely available,
including data as to the total yield of the
device, the effects in particular circumstances,
etc, The only informasion not available would

be the internal deslgn of the nuclear expiosive
device 1tself. ‘

; ) Discusslng article III, we said that uranium used for
non-nuclear purposes would not be subject to safeguards
unless the total gquantities were above the minimum provided
by the TAEA safeguards system. A party to an agreement
with TAEA would not be bound by subsequent changes in the
IAEA safeguards document. We thought, however, that it
would be desirable to amend the agreement by negotiations
with IAEA, The South Africans did not share our belief
that future changes would more 1likely make saféguards less.
intrusive.

At - ote chan wamae o tn s o

We told them that no fisslonable materials, special
equipment, or material could be provided to non-nuclear
nations which diéd not adhere to the treaty, except under safe-
guards., The South Africans did not agree with our view
that special equipment or material for.a nuclear power .
reactor to generate electricity would be banned. We agreed
that the treaty did not forbid the precvision of figsionable
materials to.-a nuclear power or require safeguards in such a
cacse, even if the nuclear power did not adhere to the
treaty.l The supply of materials %o non-nuclear nations
that were not parties to the treaty would be permitted provided
that safeguards were applied, but these would have to be IAEA
safeguards, not bilateral arrangements,

PR

-

. lThis was a questlion of some importance to South Africa,
which exported nuclear materials to France,
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On the definition of "source materisl," we took the view
that uranium ore of low concentration would not be considered
source material and that slime dumps "containing a very low-
uranium concentrate residue" would not be regarded as source
material unless and until the IAEA Board of Governors made
a determination., We could not say whether uranium diuranate
extracted at the mines would be regarded as source material, -
and suggested that the South Africans consult the IAEA,
Uranium concentrate (U or yellow-cake) was regarded as
source material. 1nents on fast reactor critical

. assemblies would be permltted under article IV, "even though
they might provide informafion that could be used to develop
nuclear explosive devices.

We thought that the IAEA would be responsible for the
"appropriate international procedures" mentioned in article
) V, even though this was yet to be arranged. Bllateral
i : arrangements were permitted but there was no obligation
to provide services bilaterally. The IAEA role would be
: "limited to assessing and satlsfying itself on the safety
, hazards involved and the elimination of any risk that a
: nuclear explosive device was used for any other purpose than
the project for which it had been requested." The South
Africans suggested that we put this ungerstanding on record,
but we indicated that the.clarificaticn of procedures should
be taken up with IAEA if it became the responsible agency,.

oty e W elaar

As for article VII, we zaw no incompatibility between
~ . the non-proliferation treaty and the Tlatelolco treaty.

The South Africans remained concerned about several
aspects of the treaty. They were uncertain about the nature
of a model safeguards agreement with IAEA and. they were not
sure that IAEA and other authorities would be able to exclude
all extraneous considerations in carrying out their tasks.l

B N L T

: lcire. agm. CA-9036 {to Capetown), June 28, 1968,
Confidential, with attachment,' Nemorandum of Discussion
Confidential,

L S
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Maltese proposals

On May 11, Maltese Ambassador Pardo Informally circulated -
draft amendments to the joint resolution. In the preamble,

"~ a reference to the General Assemdly's "deeply appreciative”
feeling about the work of the ENDC wculd be deleted from the
paragraph on the ENDC report. The fourth and fifth preambular
paragraphs would be replaced by new language on the need for . K '
support by all nuclear powers, nucléar disarmament, and the
"balance of respchnsibilities" of nuclear and non-nuclear
states. The first operative paragraph would be replaced by
a new paragraph in which the General Assembly would commend
the treaty on the understanding that the nuclear powers
intended to conclude nuclear disarmament agreements at an
early date and that the "inalienable right" of all parties -
to .the supply of fissionable materials and equipment and to
free technical assistance would not be questioned, The General
Assembly would note the intention of the depcsitary governments
to open the treaty for signature, rather than request them to
do so., If would also urge the nuclear signatories to do all

i in their power to obtain the adherence of a2ll nuclear states.l

; An American delegate. immediately questioned the paragraph

3 on supply and learned that it was inspired by the Italians,
‘Ambassador Pardo was willing to drop the equipment aspect of

" this paragraph. He explained that the free assistance
provision referred to scholarships. not pilot projects. The
American delegate pointed out that the paragraph on the
adherence of all nuclear states could provoxke a reactlon by
France or the French-speaking African states,

o

e

. Later, Amtassador Pardo proposed adding a clause on not
. uslng or threatening to use nuclear weapons "in any manner
inconsistent with the principles and purposes of the Charter
of the United Natilons, He changed the peaceful-uses
3 paragraph. Another change was a revised paragraph urging the
i . nuclear signatorles "to seek to optain the adherence to the
N Treaty of ail huclear weapon States and to assist them with
further negotiations for the concluslon of agreements relating.
to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuolear
disarmament.”

et Mt 2

lprom New York, tel. 5086, May 11, 1968, Confidential.
2From New York, tel. 5089, May 11, 1968, Confidential.
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Mr. Fisher urged him not to press his changes, which would not
be acceptable to the United States or the Soviet Union,l

LR R N

Romanian amendments

; - On May 22, Ambassador Ecobescu gave De Palma four amend-
i ments to the draft treaty. In article VI, the Romanians '
wished to specify that the parties would negotiate on "the
cessation of the manufacture and perfection of nuclear
weapons, the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles
and the ellmination from national arsenais of nuclear
‘weapons..." In a new article, the parties would agree to
act through the Security Council to assure non-nuclear parties
that "they.would not be subjected to a nuclear attack and
would not be threatened with such an attack." The first
paragraph of the peaceful-uses article would be revised to
assure the "inalienable right" of all parties to develop
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, to acquire fissionable
; material and equipment, and to have access to information,

: : A new paragraph wculd be added to article III restricting
control to peaceful nuclear activities which might lead to
the proiiferaticn of nuclear weaponzs. The Romanians had
previously intimated that they would only propose small
changes, and Ambassador De Palma was frankly amazed at the
scope of their proposals. He told Ecobescu that: there was
no prospect of agreement on amendments of this kind,

N e e gt e D ) ANy e,

PRy S 7Y

-—

Yugeslav amendments

On the same date, the Yugoslav representative gave
De Palma three amendments. A reference tc¢ "effective measures
in the direction of nuclear disarmament" would be added to the
ninth preambular paragraph. There would bg new article
dincorporating the Kosygin non-use formula. In article V, a
new clause would be added providing that negotiations for an
international body and a draft treaty to regulate peaceful
explosions would'begin immediately arter signature of the
non-preliferation treaty,

SEAS A O B catT TS

P 1S Lt b AT ot T

rrom New York, tel. 5ik0, May 15, 1968, Confidential,
For American-Soviet discussions of the Maltese proposals, see
below

N T AT o v e

BFrom New York, tel, 5278, May 22, 1368, Secret.
3See above, p. 51. )
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)

Ambassador De Palma noted the danger of opening up the
treaty even to innocuous amendments because of the risk of
pressure for further changes, The first change would add
nothing to the 1lth preambular paragraph or to article VI.

. We were opposed to the Kosygin formula and 1t was impracticable

to include any assurance language in the treaty. And it would
be undesirable to refer to some new international body in
article V, since most people were thinking of the IAEA

in this connection,l

"Gosmetic" changes in the treaty and resolution

On May 13 the American and Scviet delegations examined
the voting situation in the General Assembly. We then
estimated that the joint resolution would get about 80 votes
if some changes were made. Mr. Kuznetsov found this estimate
too optimistic. He thought that there would be only 60 '
supporting votes for an unrsvised resolution, not counting
the Latin Americans., Both delegations agreed to determine,
whether non-substantive changes would improve the situation
and should be recommended tc their governments,?

Two days later, they agreed to maintain a hard public
line againgt any changes in the draft resoiution or the treaty
while privately working out amendments to both. Thnese
amendments, intended to gain wider co-sponsorship, would be
in the nature of "cosmetic" changes and would not affect the
substance of the treaty. While some elements of the Maltese
amendments3 to the resolution might be accommodated, the .
Soviets agreed with our rejection of the assertlon that the
treaty would be valueless unless all nuclear powers supported.
it., They preferred to leave security assurances out of the
resclution, Both delegations agreed to oppose any non-use -’
language, since this would inevitably be. divisive, The Soviets
rejected the "“free of charge" clause in the Maltese resolution.

They were willing, however, to acceptuthe first ooerative

lFrom New York, tel. 5277, May 22, 1968 Confldem:ial
2From New York, tel. 5127, May 14 1968, Secret.

3086 above, p. 372.

From New York, tel. 5190, May 17, 1968, Secret/Limdis.

For th/Japanese resolution, see abocve, pp. 359~ 360
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In Washington, Secretary of State Rusk and Flrst Deputy.
Forelgn Minister Kuznetsov agreed to continue close
collaboration between the two delegations and not to accept
any changes that affected the basic substance of the treaty.

" Mr, Xuznetsov said that the Mexlcan proposal to include a
reference to the Tlatelolco treaty in the resolution or the
treaty caused serious difficulties for the USSR, which had
reservations on the peaceful-explosions provisions of the
Tlatelolco treaty and the wide areas 1t covered.

Secretary Rusk stressed that we would not enter into
any additional. zlliance commitments in order to give
security assurance, We had enough allies as it was and the
Senate would not approve any others. Nor would we entertain
the prospect of a possible war with the USSR in order to
get a treaty. The Security Couneil approach was the only
way possible for us, He added that perhaps only 25 or 30
people in the United States understood the real meaning of
nuclear war, Mr, Kuznetsov commented that the Soviet Unlon
understood it very well,

Secretary Rusk said that he thought the FRG would sign
the treaty., On the place of signature, he said that we would
, have no objections to signing the treaty 1n Geneva, We
’ were concerned about the questions of non-recognized states
if all states wene invited, however, and there was also
d a question of how many members would sign if signature was
! - restricted to ENDC members. It might therefore be easier to
; use the procedure of the outer-space treaty and sign in-the
i capitals of all three depositary powers. Mr, Kuznetsov sald
i ~ that the USSR preferred signature in Geneva., He thought
| : that the question of non-recognized states could be taken
: care of.

On May 17 a Latin American working group comprising
Garcla Rovles (Mexico), Pifiero (Chile), and Turbay (Colombia)
met with Goldberg, Fisher, Kuznetsov, Roshchin, and theilr
advisers. Ambassador Goldberg said that the basic problem’
was the difficulty and impracticabllity of opening the treaty
negotiations to 124 states, This could precipitate additional

1

i

i lyemcon Rusk, Kuznetssv, et al., May 17, 1968, -Secret/ .
i E'Xdis. . . ' : .

]
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amendments, widen disagreement, and result in referring the
treaty to the ENDC again. Mr. Kuznetscv tock a similar
position. : '

Ambassador Garcia Robles stressed that Mexico dld not
wish to postpone the treaty and wanted it approved at thie
.present session of the General Assembly., The Mexlcan
proposals were suggestions, not amendments to- be veted on,
In his view, the Co-Chairmen coculd issue a revised draft
treaty incorporating useful changes, as they had done in
Geneva., The other Latin Americans also disclaimed any
intention of postponing the treaty.

When the Colombian representative urged the USSR to
sigh protocol II to the Tlatelolco treaty, Mr. Kuznetsov
expressed surprise at a suggestion that lcoked like a deal,
He urged the Latin Americans not to tie the protocol to the
non-proliferation treaty or make Soviet signature of the
protocol a condition for supporting the treaty. The Latin
fmericans denled that they were linking the non-proliferation
treaty to the protocol but hoped that the USSR would sign
the latter.l ,

In Mexico Clty, Foreign Secretary Carrillo FFlores told
! . . Freeman that the Mexican Government did not advocate a "deal
o | on the protocol. He planned to make another efforyv to
t persuade Gromyko to sign it. If he did not succeed, he
would accept the Scviet proposal for an exchange of notes
‘ whereby the USSR would accept the obllgations of the
protocol without actually sighing it. 2

i On May 18 the American and Soviet delega*ions ag"eed ad

. referendun on a number of changes in the draft resclution.

; The language on peaceful uses and nuclear disarmament was

i ! revised, and a new preamhular paragraph emphasizing the
principles of the Charter on the non-use of force wag added.

lFI‘om New York, tel. 5199, May 17, 1968 Confidential,

2From Mexico, tel. 4982, May 18, 1968, Confidential,
For the Soviet proposal, see Mexico tel 4568 Apr. 25, 1968
Confidential,
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In the operative part of the resolution, the General Assembly
would commend the treaty rather than endorqe 1t, and the
ENDC and the nuclear powers would be requested to pursue
disarmame nt negotiations.l

: The two delegations also discussed poscible changes in
the draft treaty. They agreed that the Mexican preambular
paragraph on Charter obligaticns was desirable but needed

’ redrafting.2 The Soviets opposed the Mexlcan amendments to
article IV but were willing to consider a revised version
of the Chilean amendment,3 as well as the Nigerian amendment
changing the first sentence to read:

A11 Parties to the Treaty undertake to
. . facilitate the fullest possible exchange of
2 scilentific and technological information on
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,..

: No decislon was reached on the Mexican amendments to

’ article V. The Soviets agreed that the three devositary .
govermments should be the United States, the United Kingdom,
and the Soviet Union, Article IX would be revised so that
the treaty would enter into force when ratified by the three
depcsitary governments (rather than all nuclear signatories)
and 40 other states.b .

Washington decided that the Mexican preambular paragraph
should be revised to read:®

R T S

Recalling that, in accordance with the
; : Charter of the United Nations, States must refrain
{ , in thelr international relations from the threat
i : or use of force against the terriforial integrity
? or polltical independence of any State, or in any

i ' iProm New York, tel. 5222, May 18, 1968, Confidential/
§ Ligidis.
‘ 2For the Mexican amendments, see above, pp. 362-363.
3see above, p. 511,

hsee above, pP. 298.

5From New York, tel, 5221, May 18, 1968, Secret.
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other manner inccnsistent with the purposes of
the United Nations, and that the establishment
and maintenance of international peace and
securlty are to be promoted with the least
diversion for armaments of the worid's human
and economic resources, - :

This language would track more closely with the U.N. Charter,
By covering all states, not Just U.N, menberf, it would help .
meet Japanese concerns abcut Communist China and the FRG
.desire for a clause about nuclear blackmail,?@ ‘

The second paragraph of article IV would be changed to
reach as follows:

1 All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to
‘ facilitate, and have the right to participate in, -
the fullest possible exchange of equipment,
materials and scientific and technelogical
information for the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to
do so shall also cooperate in contributing alone
or together with cther States or international

. organizat ions to the further development of the
' applications of nuclear energy for peaceful

: purposes, especially in the territories of non-
: nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty, with
due consideration for the ‘needs of the under-
developed areas of the world,

Thesé provisions would not override exlsting laws, policies,
- or regulations or oblige us to meet ail requests, :

ST o

P

A revised version of aruicle v 1ncorporated the Méxican
amendments. in modified form:

Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to
take appropriate measures to insure that, in
accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate
international procedures, potential benefits
from any peaceful applications of nuclear
explosions will e made available to non-mxe lear-

lsee above, p. 361.
- 23ee above, pp. 312-313, 328,

B el G NPT P e PR T ER

Séeﬁﬁifﬁeifﬁﬂr

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Departrhent of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UN?LASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

B

.-

P,

SECRET/NOFORN

- 379 -

weapon States Party to this Treaty on a non-

discriminatory basis and that the charge to

sucn Parties for the explosive devices used will

be as low as possible and exclude any charge for

research and development. Non-nuclear-weapon . :

States Party to this Treaty shall be able to !
obtain such beneflts, pursuant to a special |
international agreement or agreements, through an

appropriate international body with adequate

representation of non-nuclear-weapon States. Non-

nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty so

desiring may also obtain such beneflts pursuantg

to bilateral agreements,

Wwe understood tne reference to "international observation" to
require only a "reasonatle opportunity for such observation.
The change in article IX was approved.l .

On May 23 Ambassador Goldberg and Mr. XKiznetsov agreed.
to recommend the{following chahges in the treaty to their
governments: :

(1) The Yugoslav suggestion? would be incorporated in
the ninth preambular paragraph, which would read: "Declaring
thelr intention to achieve at the earllest possible date the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and undertake effective

.measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament,"

(2) A new preambular paragraph incorporating the
language we had proposed, .

(3) A revised second paragraph of articlie IV identical
with our proposal, except that "underdeveloped" would be
changed to "developing" a the end.

(4) Article V would be revised as we had proposed, and
the Yugoslav suggestion that nego»iasions on peaceful nuclear
explosion services should begin "as soon as possible after the
Treaty enters into force" would be added as the penultimate .

‘sentence,

lpo New York, tel. 168158, May 21, 1968, Secret/Limdis,
2For the Yugoslav amendments, see above, op. 373-374.
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(5) The previously discussed changes in article IX,

The Soviets had earller suggested incorporating in
article VI the phrase "including the cessation of the
manufacture of nuclear weapons, reduction of their stock- .
piles and eventual complete prohibition and eliminaticn
of such weapons under appropriate international control,"

as the Romanians had proposed.l We informed the Soviets that

we could not treat these measures apart from general and
complete disarmament or accept complete prohibitvion even
within the context of our plan for general and complete
Gisarmament,2 As Mr, Kuznetsov had recently told the First
Committee that the Soviet Union was willing to discuss the
limitation and reduction of strategic missiles, we tried to
include a reference to them 1n the article, but the Soviets
were not willing to separate this item from other nuclear
measures.3

1

General Assembly action

The revised resolution was approved by the co-sponsors
and submitted tc the First Committee on May 28, 20 additional
countries - including Italy, 13 Latin Americen nations, and
two black African states - agreed to co-sponsor the new
version., The UAR representative, who had joined 1n co-
sponsoring the original resclution, spolke in favor of the
treaty. The Israell representative announced that he would
support the resolution but asked for certain changes in the

treaty,4 After Mr. Kuznetsov had made a final and unsuccessful

lsee above, p. 373. .

2The reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons 1in
stages II and III of the U.S. plan for general and complete
disarmament were contingent on the success of a proposed
stage I study of the problem; =see below, chapter I.

3From New York, tel. 5306, May 24, 1968, Secret. For

the Kuznetsov statement, see International Negotiaticns on the

~ Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, p. 121.

“#International Negotiations on the Trealy on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 122-123, Thné revised
resolution was identical with the May 18 draft (see above,

pp. 376-377), except that the preambuliar paragraph on the ENDC

report omitted the word "deeply" from the phrase "deeply
appreciative of the work of the Cormittee,” ‘
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atteﬁpt to persuade Goldberg to agree to the Romanian’ :
amendment to article VI, the revised {reaty was circulated .
on May 31. It was then attached to the resolution.l

s -

At this late stage, the Yugoslavs brought up the 1dea
of a separate resolution in which the G°neral Assembly would
invite the nuclear powers, pending a treaty banning nuclear
weapons, to make declaraticns cn non-use in conformity with
part A of its resolution of November 17, 1966. Ambassador
De Palma told Yugosiav delegate Bo¥inovié that this
proposal would disrupt-the consensus in favor of the resolution
and seriously delay the vote., Moreover, the 1966 resolution
gave undue prominence to the Kosygin formuia, Mr. Kuznetsov
later informed De Palma that he was tryilng to discourage the
Yugoslavs.2 The Yugoslavs decided not to press their
proposal in the General Assembly but to surface it at the
non nuclear confer ence.

S mer ol sew

R e o L L SV IRNRIOPP N

The joint resclution wes approved by the Filrst Committee
on June 10 and brought to the plienary General Assemoly two
; days later. Complying with the German request,” Ambassador
i Goldberg told the General Assembly that accession to the
treaty would not affect "the recoghition or status of an
unrecognized regime or entity" and that we reserved the right
to object i1f an unrecognized entity ohOUld seek to participate
in the review conferences.>

S a3

D e )

The French reépresentative announced that his country
could not sign the treaty but would behave like the parties
to the treaty, Tne General Assembly adopted the resolution
by a vote of 95 to 4, with 21 abstentions. The four opponents -
Albania, Cuba, Tanzania, and Zambia - were influencsd by
) Communlst China, Such important countries as Brazll, Burma,

v o

lprom New York, %el. 5415, May 31, 1968, Confidential;
International Negotlations on the Treasty on the Nonproliferation
of Nuclear VWeapons, pp, i23-124, 100-1b%.

2From New York, tel. 5482, June 4, 1668, Confidential.

3From New York, tel. 5512, June 6, 1068, Confidential.

bsee above, p. 334. :

5pocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 435-436.
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France, Indla, and Spain were among the abstalners.l During
the debate, the Indian representative had announced that

New Delhi would not sign the treaty.2 He had abstained,
hewever, from fomenting opposition.

After the General Assembly approved the resolution,
President Johnson addressed the General Assembly and called
the treaty the most lmportant dlsarmament agreement since
the beginning of the nuclear age., The United States would
move quickly to open the treaty for signature and to seek
quick ratification, When the treaty had entered into force,
we would "fully scrupulously discharge" our non-proliferation
obligations, cooperate in bringing treaty safeguards into
operation, facilitate the development of peaceful uses of
nuclear energy, and continue research and development on
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, We would vigorously
pursue negotiations on nuclear disarmament, In that connection,
we urgently desired early discusslons on strategic arms
Jimitations,3

Security Council Action on Security Assurances

The General Assembly debate showed that many non-nuclear
nations were not convinced of,the value of the tripartite
security assurances proposa¢.4 Because of this sentiment
: and their inability fto agree on a non-use formula, .the
United States and the USSR left security assurances ocut of
the (General Assembly resclution,

Y R

Vie nevertheless decided to seek early Security Council
approval of the tripartite proposal. A canvass showed eight
sure votes in the Security Council - the United States, the
United Klngdom, the USSR, Nationalist China, Canada, Denmark,
Hungary, and- Paraguay. FPrance, Algeria, and India would

i B her e Ama o ©

linternational Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of HNuclear Weapons, pp. 125, 165 160,

£Tbid., p. 119,

31bid., pp. 125-126,

YT the tripartite proposal, see above, pp’ 314~ 315
: and p, 315, n. 4, ‘
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probably abstain. Since nine votes were required for
approval, additional support would have to come from Brazil,
Ethiopia, Pakistan, or Senegal.

In a circular instruction of June 8, Washington explained
that the momentum of the General Assembly resolution should
provide impetus to favorable Security Council action, It
was desirable to act in June, while an American was President
of the Council, rather than to wait until July or August when
there might be pressure for postponing action until the
non-nuclear conference had met., It would be helpful for the
Security Council to act before the Senate book up the treaty,
and prompt actlon would probably encourage some states to
sigh the treaty when 1t was cpened for signature.

The draft resolution and the declarations were no longer
open to change. We explained that the resolution would help
assure that the Security Council would be able to function with
the cooperation of the nuclear powers, as the Charter intended,
Referring tc criticisms of the proposal, we said:

PSR PRSI SRR PRC P PSRN

...Some non-nuclears have criticized /the/
security assurances package because 1ts Implemen-
tation can be stymied by SC vote; they have
suggested blanket protection by /the/ nuclear

. powers against ‘nuclear attack or threat, Specific
references to /the/ right of individual or collective
self-defense /are/ desligned to meet some of these
concerns, But for reasons /the/ Embassies will
appreciate, /The/ US cannot undertaxe /a / commit-
ment such as suggested nor can 1t assume nhew legal
obligations as / a / consequence of /the/
assurances 1t has offered... .

e n e e

We were able to obtain support from Ethiopia and Senegal,
. During the debate, the American, British, and Soviet. -~
representatives made the parallel declarations they had
previously agreed on,2 The tripartite resolution was approved

loire, tel, 179447, June 8, 1968, Confidential,

The U.S. declaration appears in International Negotlations
; on the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of. Nuc lear weapons,
§ pp. 1b6b6-167, . ' ' ~

b ! SEERET7NOFORN
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June 19 by a vote of 10 to O, with 5 abstentions (Algeria,
Brazil, France, India, Pakistan;.l .

Conclusion of the Treaty

Even before the May 31 draft treaty was tabled, the
Soviet delegation in New York proposed a number of editorial
changes in the text.2 At the same time, we received a protest
from the Germans about the language in the new preambular
paragraph. Pointing cut that the Charter contained two
articles on ex-enemy states, they urged us to change the
wording to "the principles of the Charter."3 We accepted
most of the Soviet editorial changes, When our delegaticn '
discucsed. them with the Soviets, Ambassador De Palina urged
Grinevsky to accept "the principles of" but the. latter
demurred and said that 1t would be a mistake .to ask Moscow
to approve this change. Our delegation reported that it
was unlikely that the Soviets could be persuaded on this
point-without further discussion and delay which might
disciose the FRG interest in the question, The language
was not changed. ' g

As noted above, the Scviets had long favored signing
the treaty in Geneva, but we had some doubts on this score
because of the limited number of countries that would sign
if only ENDC members participated and the difficulty of
keeping the GDR away if others were invited., Mr. Kuznetsov
had told Rusk that a way could be found to keep .unrecognized
states from part1c1pat1ng.5 Mr. Foster preferred Geheva if
14 to 15 ENDC countries would sign.® Although 14 ENDC
S members had voted for the General Assembly resolution, it
i was doubtful if so many would be ready to b;gn the treaty
on short hotice,

lsee 1bid., p. 155. .
From New York, tel. 5416 May 31, 1968, Confidential.
3To New York, tel. 174848, June 1, 1968 (misdated
May 1; 1968), Confidential b
- From New York, tel. 5515, June 6, 1968, Confidential,
. _ 5See above, p. 375.
' 6Foster to Rusk, memorandum, May 16; 1968, Secret.

SEGREE/NOFORN
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On Jure 5, Foreign Minister Gromyko told Thompson in

Moscow that Geneva might raise some delicate problems and
that the Soviets would not object to adopting the procedure
used for the outer-space treaty, i.e., signature in Washington,
London, and Moscow.l On the next day, Ambassador Goldberg
told Kuznetsov that he personally favored this procedure.
Mr. Kuznetsov replied that the USSR favored a high-level
Geneva signing but would agree to the alternative we had

uagented 2

Since the Adm;nistratlon hoped tc obtain Senate approval
before the August agjournment, it was necessary to get the
treaty signed by July 1, It was evident, however, that many

" important countries would anot he prepared to sign the
treaty on such short notice. State and ACDA therefore
recommended that the treaty be initially signed in the
three capitals by the depositary governments only and then
opened for signature by other nations at a later date.

When Secretary Rusk proposed this procedure to Kuznetsov-
on June 14, the latter reacted negatively and expressed
concern that it might slow down accesslons by other govern-
ments, But Ambassador Goldberg thought that a major diplomatic

i effort mignt produce a respectaole number of signatories
1 . by July 1.

The treaty was opened for signature in Washington,

London, and Moscow on July 1. At the Washington ceremony,’
President Johnson expressed the hope that virtually all

. naticns would accept the treaty, It had three simple-

; . purposes ~ stopping proliferation, assuring the peaceful

. benefits of nuclear energy to non-nuclear natiocns, and
committing the nuclear powers to move toward effective arms-
control ﬁnd disarmament measures. As we had promised the
Germans,”* he declared that the United States would honor its

lprom Moscow, tel. 4111, June 5, 1968, Secret/Exdis.

: 2From New York, tel. 5511, June 6, 1068, Confidential;:

to New York, tel, 179496, June 8, 1968 SecreL/Nodis, from

New York, tel, 5541, June 10, 1968 Secret/Nodis

o 3Memcon Rusk, Kuznetsov, et al., June 15, 1968, uecret/
dis

&See above, p. 331.
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obligations under existing security treaties. He announced
that the United States and the Soviet Union had agreed to
hold early strategic arms limitation talks,l

More countries signed the treaty on July 1 than we
had anticipated. No less than 62 countries signed, including
the GDR, which affixed its signature at Moscow.2 Nine
ENDC members - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Nigeria, Poland,
Romanla, the UAR, the United Kingdcm, the United States,
and the USSR - signed on the opening day. A numoer of key
countries were missing from the list. Brazil and India were
cpposed to the treaty, and Pakistan would not sign uniess
India did. The Euratom countries had not received the green
light from the European Commission, Canada, Sweden, and
others that favored the treaty were unable to act on the .

short notice they had received. Many others had not yet

made up their minds.

Euratom action

When it became evident in June that the treaty would
scon be opened for signature, the Euratom Five asked the
European Commission for an cpilnion on the legallty of
signing. The Commisslon ruled that those who wished to do -
50 could sign, Since it belileved that implementation cf
safeguards could interfere with obligations under the Euratom
treaty, it added:

The Commission..,judges that the member States
can legally engage themselves with the NPT only
on condition that the safeguards procedures assure
the integral application of the Euratom treaty
and, in 1ts view, the means adequate to cbtain the
assurarnces necessary are to be found in the con-
clusion cn Euratomts part of a verification
agreement with IAEA.

lnternational Negotiations on the Treaty cn the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 129, 168-173.
-eSee 1ibid., p. 168, n. 70.

SECRET/ANORORN.
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In any case, the Commisslon judgss it necessary

that the member States link their signature with
a regervation that subordinates the entry into
force of articie III of the NPT to the coadition
that an agrkement be concluded in application of
the aforesaid article, an agreement which assures
‘the safeguarding of the rights and obligations
resulting from the Euratom treaty for the member
States, and for the Community itself.

‘It therefore insisted that memb2rs postpone their racif;cation,~

or the deposit of instruments of ratification, until a
satisfactory arrangement had been worked out with IAEA,

Only then would the Commlssion be able to make a2 definitive

with the Euratom treaty.l

v s e e

: - finding that the non-proliferation treaty was compatible

The Commission further explained that a member state
could either issue¢ a'juridical reservation” or an informal

declaration of its intent to delay final ratification until
the IAEA-Euratom negotiatiocns were completed., It introduced

* the General Assembly.2

AV e e Wt A i

-

wished %o make statements of the Dutch typu.

-

The Euratom Five agreed among themsz2lves that the

PR PR

. August 14 and the other two Berielux countries signed on

a draft interpretation which members might use, follw ing
the lines of the Dutch statement to the First Committee of

The Commission's actilon again raised the~question of
a formal legal reservation, which we haa opposed in previous
discussions.” We now reaffirmed our objections to any formal
reservation as unnecessary and likely to create difficultiles
for the treaty. We would not, however, cbject if governments

Commission's requirements could be met by statements rather
than formal reservations. Luxembourg signed the treaty cn

i lprom Brussels, tel., 7940, July 10, 1968, Confidential,

2From Brussels, tel. 8003, July 12, 1968, Confidential,

‘For the Dutch statement, see avove, pp. 356-357.
33ee above, p. 443.

boire, tel. 202047, July 13, 1968, Confidential from
Brassels, tel. 8015, July 15, 1968, Confidential; circ. tel,

' 202634, July 15, 1968, Confidential,

STEERBEANOEORN
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August 20. Both Luxembourg and the Netherlands issued

; brief statements that they would not ratify the. treaty

until an IAEA-Euratom agreement had teen reached.l Belgium
issued a somewhat longer statement in which it also mentioned
collective security arrangements and sald that the treaty
should not impede European unification,?2

; The Italians planned to make a written or oral state<

H ment in which they would not only affirm the Euratom safe-

no guards pesition but also declare that nothing in the treaty
{ was detrimental to European unification, state that they
would recoghize no nuclear powers except the existing filve,
and note that existing security commitments would continue.
We did not object to the content of the statement but urged
them not to make it in written form.3 :

s bt

As noted above, we had previously assured the Italians
that the treaty would not prevent us from supplying them with
. nuclear fuel for a warship.“ They now asked us to provide a
similar assurance on nuclear fuel for aircraft propulsion.

We gave them the assurance they sougnt. At the same time,

wWwe told them that the assurance covered only the treaty aspect
of the question and that we were not committed to actually
provide the fuel. Since the Joint Committee gn Atomic

Energy was cool toward mllitary projects ?f this kind, they
might consider civilianizing the project." .

v v e tmen

A+ o

o ————

. After obtaining Parliamentary approval, the Italian
Government planned to sign the treaty on August 26, But it
reversed its position after the Soviet invaslon cf
Czechoslovekia and took no further action on treaty signature
during the Jchnson Administration. ,

St Aet

lrrom Luxembourg, tel. 513, Aug. 14, 1968, Contidential,
and The Hague, tel, %729, Aug. 20, 1968, Unclassified. -
2From Brussels, tel, 9813, Aug. 20, 1968, Unclassified.
3T0 Rome, tel, 209576, July 2% 1908 Confident1al
4See above, pP. 138.
5To Rome, tel. 205809, July 20, 1968, Confidential
OMemcon, Ortona, Stabler (State-EUR/AIS), et al.,
"Nuclear Fuel for Shi p Propulsion," Aug. 2, 1968, Confidential,
Rusk to Ortona, ltr., Aug. O, 1968 Confidential

o T
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German problems

The Germans were not prepared to move as fast as the
other non-nuclear Euratom countries, At the Reykjavik NATO -
meeting (June 23), Foreign Minister Brandt told Rusk that
Kiesinger agreed to sign the treaty but that the FRG would
not act until after the non-nuclear conference.  He
indicated that it might not be possible for the present
Bundestag to ratify the treaty. And he asked for an exchange
of notes on the interpretation of the treaty. Secretary of-
State Rusk replied that he would publicly disclose the
interpretations to the Senate and later send his state-
ment to the allies.! :

As previously noted, the Germans triled unsuccessfully
to change the treaty's preambular paragrapnh on the U.N,
Charter because of the possibility that the Soviets might
claim the right to intervene in the FRG under the enemy
svates provisions of the Charter.2 1In a note of July 5,
the Soviets in fact asserted that thesze Charter provisions
st1ll applied in full to the FRG.3 They thus not only
brought a halt to their bilateral negotiations with Bonn
on the renunciation of force but gave ammunition to German
opponeats of the treaty. ’

“On July 23, Finance KMinister Strauss told Rusk and
E.V. Rostow that the 3oviet necte strengthened his concern about
the treaty. He asserted that Klesinger agreed with him that
there should be assurances from the Sovlet Union on treaty
interpretations, Secretary Rusk replied that the Soviets
understood our views and we dild not expect them to publicly
agree with us, If they objected, however, the guestion
would arise as ‘to whether there would be a treaty. Vie -
learned from the Germen Ambassador that Strauss intended to
resign if the treaty was signed.

lI‘femcon Rusk, Brandt, et al. (US/MC/11l}, June 23, 1968,
Conf'idential; fron Reykjavik, tel, 537, Secto 8, June 25 1908
Confidential, Por the interpretations, see above, pPP. -125-126,
157-159, 293-294. .

23ee above, p. 384,

3Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. L87,

. “Memcon Rusk, Strauss, et al,, July 23, 1968, Confidential
i SMemcon Knappstein-Rostow, July 23, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
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Although Strauss's threat to resign might jeopardize
the Grand Coalltion at Bonn, the Kiesinger government
apparently adhered to 1ts intention of meking a decision to
sign in September, But it shelvéd this plan after the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Lodge
reported that the Soviet invasion had "brought about a
marked change of /the/ German attitude on the NPT toward
the negative." German political leaders agreed that the
treaty did not have a majority in the Bundestag, and . :
they wished. to await the effects of the invasion on the attitude
of the U.S. Senate toward the treaty. He believed that any
effort to pressure the Germans at this point "would be
ill-advised and would tend to defeat its own purpose,"?!

Japanese attitude

The Japanese Govermment originally planned to submit the
treaty to the Diet at 1ts next session, scheduled for ,
December 1968, The exact timing of the Japanese signature
was undetermined,? In the meantime, the Japanese initiated
another round of bilateral safeguards diqcussions.3 Vice

. Foreign Minister Ushiba told Ambassador Johnson on
Cctober 10 that there was no chance that Japan would sign
before the U,S, Senate approved the treaty.”

Israel

Although Isracl had voted for the General Assembly
resolution, she was not prepared to sign the treaty.
Replying to Rusk's April letter,5 Foreign Minister Eban wrote
on June 30 that Israel'’s national security must be her first
concern, Polnting out that Israel was surrounded by hostile
nelghbors who were supported by the USSR, he saild:

lFrom Bonn, tel. 16314, Sept. 1, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
ZMemcon Sengoku-Gleysteen, July 23, 1968, Confidential.
3see below, pp. 417-419.

Yprom Tokyo, tel. 12829, Oct. 10, 1968, Secret/Limdis,
See above, p. 341. :
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.+..As long as this situation remains
unchanged, we cannot (with all our understanding
of the international aspects of the prcblem)
.regard ourselves as in the same category ag
other States fthat are recognized by their
neighbors, and have their peace and integrity
assured by the majcr powers.

. Moreover, we learnt last year with
special inclsiveness that Israel cannot
realistically count on external military

aid if she is attacked. It is in this
situation that we are helng asked to make
commitments for at least twenty-five years.
It is not surprising that we should devote
profound thought to such an undertaking for
the uncertain future, and that we are unabile
to divorce it entirely from the comtemporary
realities to which you refer,

As he saw it, the treaty itself eould not assure Israel-that
nuclear weapons would not become available to her neighbors,
Morecver, the effectiveness cof the tripartite security
. assurances resolution would depend on joint action by the
! three powers, and one of them was openly hostile tc Isiael
and had previously threatened her with misslle attack. :

Senate Consideration of the Treaty

Rusk report
H

As soon as the treaty was slgned, the Johnson
Adminlstration took quick action to bring it before the Senate.
Cn July 2, Secretary of State Rusk submitted a report to the
President in which he - noted that article I paralleled U.S.
atomic energy leglslation, which had always prohibited the
trangfer of nuclear weapons to other countries, The inter-

R ry e Y

et

lFrom Tel Aviv, tel. 4354, July 2, 1968, Secret.

SEGREDANOFORN
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pretations of articles I and II that we had given the
Soviets in April 1967 were enclosed with the report.l

He also noted that the three principles on the interpretation
of article IIT were an "integral part of the negotiating
history."2 He stated that the article on peaceful nuclear
explosion services preserved the option of obtaining them
through bllateral agreements.

While the provisions for signature and accession were
designed to permit the widest possible application of the
treaty," adherence to the treaty would "in no way imply
recognition or change in status of regimes" that we did not.
recognize, Finally, he said that the treaty was an "event
of unique significance": -

...Wide adherence to it will greatly reduce
the threat of an increasing number of states with
nuclear weapons at their disposal, and will thus

. enhance the security of the United States, its
allies, and the rest of the world. At tThe same
time, 1t will give new impetus to international
cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy
and to further efforts toward disarmament,3

Johnson message

President Jechnson submitted the treaty to the Senate on
July 9. In hils message of transmittal, he said that it not
only banned the spread of nuclear weapons but also promoted
the peaceful development of nuclear energy under safeguards -
the goal of the IAEA, which had been established as -a result
of Eisenhower's "atcms for peace" plan of 1953. He predicted
that by 1985 the world's peaceful power stations would be
producing enough by-product plutonium fcr the productlon of
"tens of nuclear hombs every day." This must not bé allowed
to result in the further proiiferation of nuclear weapons,
More Ilmportantly, the treaty was "anqther step on the journey.

o oo B—he M— . a e -

ben e i1 o ———

o S g TP

-1see avove, pp. 157-159.

2See above, p, 172. -

3International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
prolliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. l173-180.

P e
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toward world peace" and enhanced the prospects for disarma-
i ment, He urgently recommended that the Senate "move
swiftly to enhance our security and that of the entire
world by_glving its consent to the ratification of the

: treaty,"l ' :

: Foreign Relations Committee hearings

i The Senate Foreign Relations Committee began 1ts hearings

i on July 10. Members of the Joint Committee were invited to '
participate, Since Senator Fulbright (Dem., Ark.) was

: engaged in a primary campaign, the hearings were chaired

i by Senator Sparkman (Dem., Ala.).

. In his opening statement, Secretary of State Rusk .
: : sald that proliferatlon would increase the.risk of nuclear
war, make arms-control agreements more difficult to conclude,
; and increase the risk of war by accident or unauthorized ’
. : use .of nuclear weapons. If introduced into historic
international disputes, nuclear weapons could provoke
preventive war by a nation which feared a nuclear attack by
its rivel., Proliferation would make it more difficult for
us to maintain friendly relations with other countries, and
it would interfere with economic growth in the less developed
_countries, "Despite our differences," he concluded, "the
United States and the Soviet Union have a mutuality of
interest in common with all humanity."?@ :

.~

——t

L Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze told the Commlttee
. . that the Department ¢f Defense was concerned with the

difficulties of '"negotlating an effective treaty wnile, at
. . the same time, assuring that it would not adversely affect
! our ability to meet our current mutual defense obligations,"
He believed that the treaty met this criterion, The treaty
1tself was not a final solution to the problem:

N\ .

2 ~ Ivia., pp. 182-1837
2Dccuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 493-497.

SECRE@#NOEGRN‘
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' I wish the committee clearly to understand

i : that the Department of Defense is under no illusion

\ " that we need no longer worry about the proliferation
of nuclear weapons., We recoghize that the
consummation of this treaty will not, of itself,
guarantee against any possibility of another nation
acquiring nuclear weapons, I do belleve, however,

~ that this treaty is the best that can be negotiated
in the present world order, that 1t will gain wide
adherence, and that the security of all nations
will be increased proportlionately with the .
sigrature and ratification of each new party.l

General Wheeler said that the JC3S judged arms-control
measures by certain criteria. An agreement should not
operate to the dlsadvantage of the United States and our
allies or disrupt any existing defense ailiances, These
prineiples had been observed, Moreover, the JCS considered
that any arms-control agreement snould provide for .
effective safeguards and rellable verification procedures,
Article III provided for safeguards under the IAEA., The
JCS agreed with the objectives of the treaty and supported
ratification.2 Their views had been accepted during the
treaty negotiations.3

Both Deputy Secretary Nltze and General Wheeler saild
" that the treaty did not create any additional innibitions
on our national defense. As Mr. Nitze ncted, we had not
previously had any intentiog of pfollfe“dting nuciear
weapons to other countries.? Senatcr Pastore (Dem., R.I.),
the Chairman of ths Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, commented
that opposing the treaty was "1like being against the Ter
Commandments,"> Congressman Holifield (Dem., Calif,), the.
Vice Chairngn of the Joint Commltfee, strongly supported
the treaty.

e St VR b e R 5 MBI AN e s s

L S

i 1Tbid., ppr. 510-512.
: 27bid., p. 51b4.
3Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee
1 o on Foreign kelations, United States Senate, Ninetieth Congresds,
‘ Second Session, on Executive H, 90th Cbngreus, oecond
; Bession (pt, 1), p. b3.
X Ibid,, p. 62,
P 21tid., p. 115.
: GTBIE., pp. 1L6 ff.
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Dr. Snrausz—Hupé opposed the treaty because he felt
that it did not provide effective safeguards and that 1t
would adversely aftf'ect natlonal securlty and alienate our
allies.l Congressman Hosmer (Rep., Calif.) opposed the
treaty on similar grounds., He alsoc argued that the treaty
was useless since. the three nuclear powers which had signed

. 1t wonld not proliferate nuclear weapons anyway, while
France and Communist China would not sign. Most nen-
nuclear nations lacked the resources to develop their own
nuclear weapons in any case, Of those who had the .
resources, most would net go nuclear, but a few would if
it involved their survival - "treaty or no treaty.," He
recommended that the Senate reserve 1ts consent pending
an independent and impartial examination of the treaty.2

Congressman Findley (Rep., Ill.) believed that the
treaty would seriously undermine or. dezstroy NATO if it was
approved without reservation. Dr, Teller wished to
preserve the optﬁon of providing the allles with defensive -
nuclear systems.

Basic provisions

Besides repeating the April 1967 interpretations of
articles I and II of the treaty,S Secretary of State Rusk
stated: :

...It dces not,..affect the deployment of
i U. S, -owned and controlled nuclear weapons on the
! territory of our allies and the existing arrange-
! : ments under which those weapons are present, If%
; - dces not affect the closest consultaticn in, for
‘ example, the Nuclear Committee of NATO on all of
: the problems of strategy and the decislons which

1ibid., p. 129,

?Tﬁa‘., ppo 162"16“0

3Ib1d., pp. 173-174, For the Findley reservation,
see below, p. 398. i

“43ee below, pp. 397-398.

5See above, pp. 157-159.
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‘have to be made in that field. It does not,

of course, apply to a siltuation of war. It does
not interfere with the development of European
unity if that unity moves to a significant unity
involving a single control over the defense and
foreign policy of the perticipating countries.!

The interpretations of "manufacture" we had given the
Australians appeared in the record as an extension of
remarks by Mr. Foster,2

As the April 1667 interpretations showed, the treaty
would not bar the successlon of a federated Eurcpean state
to the nuclear status of one cr more of its former components,
Secretary Rusk explained that the treaty did not "require -
a nuclear country to becgme non-nuclear in order to enger
into such a federation."

Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze sald that our aliies
had been assured that the treaty would not interfere with
existing nuclear arrangements. The April 1967 arzangemﬁnts
were "fully compatible with ocur security requirements.

He believed that the treaty would prevent the transfer of
nuclear weapons to a U,N, pecacekeeping force, In his view,

1t would prohibit the transfer .of nuclear weapons. to any
country, including the United Kingdom. It would not, however,
prohibit the deployment of American nu,lear weapons in other
countries, as long as we retained control. >

An opposition witness, Dr. Strausz-Hupé, questioned the
basic desirability of the treaty. He thcught that we could
well atford to give our friends nuclear weapons, "especially’
defensive nuclear weapons." He noted that we had agreed to
drop our 1965 language, which would have permitted U.S.
assistance to an MLF. In his view, the treaty did not permit

lNonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, p. 21.
ZDocuments on Disarmament, 1063, pp. 503-504 ang above,
pp. 157-159, 317.
: SNonprolit'eration Treaty: Hearings, p. 52.
YBocuments on Disarmament, 1968, p. 511,
SNOQproliferathn Treaty: Hearings (pt. 1), pp. 88- 89.
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"the creation of an European defense association and other
intermediate steps leading to the creation of a European
federal state, possessed of effective nuclear defense."

: Even if our interpretation was valid, Europe would be

: "blocked from all interim solutions leading to full union,
If a European federation should be established, we could
not support it in developing a collective nuclear deterrent,
Since the treaty did not distingulsh between offensive

and defensive nuclear weapons, the non-nuclear members of -
NATO would be unabie to develop ABM systems,l

. e o D e

‘Congressman Holifield testified that the Joint Committee- -
on Atomic Energy could "take some credit for the demise of
the MLF." He noted that General Wheeler -and other military
: leaders had stated that existing nuclear defense arrange-

i ments were satisfactory. Those who opposed the treaty did

: not take adasquate account of our long and cors istent
oprosition to proliferation or of the risk that weapons

) transferred to other nations might be used for purpeses

H contrary to the original Intent of the United States, as

i had actualily hagpened in ccnnection with some conventional

i arms transfers.,- The treaty would not prevent the deployment
. of ABMs 1n allied countries as long as the devices remained

! : .in U. S, custody and control,3

This was one of the aspects of the treaty which connerned
Congressman Hosmer, who charged that i1t surrendered “a
valuable U,S., option to selectively proliferate defensive

~nuclear systems to allies in situatlons less than actual

var if 1t ever becomes vital to our national security to

do s0,"" In his view, the treaty's ban on ABM transfers might
make "hard pressed countries...go nuclear on their own and
in the proqeﬁs acquire an offensive as well as a defensive
capability."

Dr, Teller also wished to keep open the option of giving
ARVs to the allles, He suggested that it might be possible’
to develop a purely defeasive system enabling us to sell

-

ltvig., pp. 133-134.
2Tbid., pp. 148-149.
37%1d., pp. 159-161.
145 o; po 163
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the devices to tne allles while preserving the secrecy of
warhead design. He therefore thought that the Senate -
should state in approving the treaty that it did not intend
to preclude the deployment of purely defensive systems,

if and when they became available.1 Congressman Findley i
recommended a reservation "preserving the option to establish
an Atlantic Alliance nuclear defensive system."2

Disarmament

Senator Cooper (Rep., Ky.) asked whether we should not
defer deployment of an ABM system in thé light of article
VI, until tne result of the planned strategic talks with .
the Soviet Urion was known, The Department of State agreed
' wlith Secretary of Defense Clifford's view that our ABM
o deployment decision was "consistent with our continuing

' desire for arms control and arms limitation,"3

Secretary Rusk sald that the treaty did not affect the
possible emplacement of nuclear weapons cn the ocean floor
by the nuclear powers, although it had "a good deal to do
with presently non-nuclear powers,"

N Referring to the preambular paragraph on disarmament,

Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze said that general and uomplete
disarmament would be imprudent without "full and complete
verification," and General Wheeler agreed. The latter also
agreed with Senator Sparkman's view that we would never agree
to completely destroy nuclear stocks or stop the manufacture

cf nuclear weapons "uniess we felt absolutely assured that

our security interests would be protected.” Both indicated

that any further disarmamenu agreement would. be subject to
Senate approval. i

ar e i e

>

1rb1d., pp. 181-189,

t‘IBjdo’ p. 1750

3Documents on.Disarmament, 1968, p. 504, ’ :
UNonproiliferation Treaty: WHearings, pt. 1, p. 53.
bI‘Bido’ ppo 58'59- ‘ -

L L.
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Congressman Hosmer testifled that the Soviets had
greatly increased thelr nuclear forces during the treaty
negotiations, He recommended that the Serate take measures
to assure that they did not use future negotiations to upset

- the strategic balance,l

Peaceful nhuclear explosions

The Department of State said that the IAEA would be
a suitable Iinternational body and the approprlate forum for
developing procedures to implement articie V. This article
preserved the bilateral option, but would also provide an
opportunity for international observation of explosions
carried out under bilateral arrangements.2 Deputy Secretary .
of Defense Nitze did not consider the absence of other
safeguards relevant because the nhuclear material would never
leave "the possession and control of the nuclear power
involved."3 : '

AEC Chairman Seaborg also believed that tne IAEA should
be the international body., We fully intended "to be one of
the principal suppliers of...explosion services," and we
planned to demonstrate this by a series of steps:

We will continue to conduct, within the
limitations of .available funds, an active program -
to develop nuclear explosion devices particularly
sulted for peaceful applications and to develop
the technology for using nucliear explosions in a
variety of peaceful applicatlons. Let me emphasize
that the technology of using nuclear explosions
for peaceful purposes is still 1n a relatively
early stage of development, Considerable effort
is still required to apply our baslc knowledge
to specific commerclal applications and we have
much to iearn about the industrialization of
operations and the design of supporting equipment,

l1bid., pp. 165-166. '
2Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 506-507.
JNonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, p. 9l.
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Our domestlc research and development program is
addressing all of these facets, but 1t will be
several years before optimum nuclear explosive
designs and the technology for all applications
R of nuclear explosions will be develcped to the
a stage of commercial use, However, beginning
- ) in the near future, we hope some .applications
will become economically attractive and will
be exploited even as the technology continues
i to develop.

P R TR R

We would provide non-nuclear parties with information =
except information on the design or manufacture of
devices - and technical advice and assistance., We would
not exclude cooperative experiments abroad., Ultimately,
explosion services would be available on a commercial
basls:

G e, G v

When particular applications are found to be
feasible, we plan to make a nuclear explosion
service available on a commerclal basis to
domestic users and to nonnuclear weapon parties
to the NPT. Such a service would include the
fabrlcation of the nuclear explosive device,
its transportation from the assembly plant
to the project site, lts emplacement at the
prepared site, and its arming and firing. The
service would also include appropriate technical
reviews of the proposed detonation, such as those
relating to health and safety. The users of the
service, whether it i1s furnished domestically or
pursuant to article V, will pay for the service
in accordance with rates established for its
varicus elements...

wmAI Ay e emasti e TR

L S T e U

et

Dr, Seaborg said that meeting the requirements of the
limited test-ban treaty would not be difficult for under-
ground projects, but the limited test-ban treaty would have
to be modified to permlt us to provide nuclear explosion
services for such projects as the excavation of a trans-
isthmian canal with nuclear .explosives,l The negotiations

B S R NP A N

1pocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 522-524.
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on the non-proliferation treaty should make it easier to
amend the limited test-ban treaty.,l Certain peaceful .
nuclear exploslons could, however, be carried out without
amendling the treaty, e.g., deep underground explosions

to recover oll and gas. .

In a supplemeniary statement, AEC said that international
observers would not be given access to sensitive information
regarding the explosive devices, It thought that IAEA
would be the appropriate international organization to be
invited to carry out observation of peaceful nuclear
explosions, If the invitatlon was made in good faith with
reasonable notice, the obligation would be discharged even
if the observers did not appear, Since the devices would
remain 1n the custody and control . of the supplying state,
it would not be possible for an international organi ation
to account for the fissionable materials involved.

"Peaceful uses of nuclear energy

Deputy Secretary of Def'ense Nitze said that military
nuclear activities not directly related to the production
of warheads were exempt from safeguards, A non-nuclear
party could develop a nuclear submarine, since that was
not a weapon 4

ALC Chairman Seaborg belleved that the treaty ohould
enhance progress in peaceful uses and facllitate the.
continuation and expansicn of U.S. assistance programs.

Since the treaty would enhance the security of the United
States and many other countries, he said, "our cooperation
with these /Slgnatory/ countries can and should te intensified.">

lNonproliferation Treaty: - Hearings, pt. 1, p. 117.
Dr. Seaborg estimated that it would be 5 tc 10 years befcre
nuclear excavation of the canal was practicable, "with
maximum funding and with an appropriate interpretation of’
the Limifed Test Ban Treaty" (ibid., p. 109).

Ibld., p. 127.

zDocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 524-528,

~Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 64-65,

SDocuments on Disarmament , 1965, p. 521, Co
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Safeguards

The Department of State held that the treaty would not
prevent the transfer of nuclear material or equipment to
non-parties 1if the.mater§a1 was subject to the safeguards
required by article IIT. Mr. Foster told the Committee
that there were no provisions for checking on clandestine
activities.2 The JCS considered that the safeguard
would provide adequate verification,3 :

R e o B o R

AEC Chairman Seaborg was sure that the concerns of non-
‘nuclear nations about industrial esplonage would be proven
groundless., Our offer to accept safeguards showed that we
sought no commercial zadvantage. While he recognized that
the IAEA staff would have to be enlarged to carry out 1ts
additional tasks, he was conifident that IAEA could recruilt
the necessary number of people. The cost would represent
"no more than 1 percent of the cost of the electricity produced
in nuclear powerplants.” Since the IAEA and Euratom safe-
guards systems were compatible and IAEA would wish to take-
advantage of Euratom procedures, hs believed that the two
organizations would be able to work out a mutually  satisfactory.
arrangement,

4 He saw no indication that France would object to an
TAEA-Euratom agreement, If a signatory declared that it
would accept only Euratom szfeguards, he thought that "guch
a reservation would go against the guts of the Treaty.,"D

ACDA informed the Committee that ITAEA safeguards under
" present practice did not apply to uranium mines and ore-.
processing plants. IAEA safeguards ccmmenced with the
aranium concentrate the ore-prccessing plants produced, and
the treaty required no change in this practice. But uranium
ore could not be exported to non-nuclear states unless
safeguards were applied to the "material derived from this
ore in the recipient state." Safeguards would be appliled to

l1vig., p. 505. - o
2Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, p. 52,
JIbid., pp. 63-04, :
4Pceuments on Disarmament, 1968, pv. 518-520,
S5Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 106-107.
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an imported reactor even if the host country supplied 1its
own fuel, because the reactor would produce plutonium,
which was a "special fissionable material,"l

Congressman Holifield admitted that the existing TAEA |
system needed improvement, No matter how much 1t cost,
however, 1t would be far more costly if there was no non-

proliferation treaty or IAEA system.2 AEC subsequently
P

supplied the Committee with a memorandum cn IAEA safe-
guards costs. The IAEA budget for 1969 allocated $328,000
for safeguards.. Future estimates covering nuclear power
plants and related fuel plants in all countries were as

‘follows:
Year .Mangower A Cost
1971 : 775 $ 29,800,000
1975 956 - 40,100,000
1980 - 1,302 60,600,0C0
1985 1,766 | 93,500,000
1990 2,374 - 143,400,0003

Congressman Hosmer no%ed that “here were no salfeguards
on giving or receiving nuclear weapons, He considered the
IAEA system completely inadequate even for declared facillties
and pointed out that IAEA inspectors would have no right to
lo0k for clandestine activities. By using the centrifuge
or nozzle processes or developing pure fuslon explosives,
countries could cheat in "small and easily hidden plants."4
Congressman Findley agreed that the safeguards provisions
vere meaningless.> Dr. Teller sald that a treaty permitting
18 months delay bgfore negotiations on safeguards began was
not worth having,

11p1d., p. 115. Cf. the U.S. replies to South Africa
(above, pp. 368-371). :

2Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 149-150.
N >Ibid., pp. 153-155, . '

4Tbid., p. 164,

5Tbid., p. 175.

6Toig., p. 182.
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'Sanctions

In response to Senator Lausche (Dem., Ohio), Secretary
. of State Rusk said that there were no punitive provisions
! : * 4in the treaty:

FR P T

The treaty itself does not attempt to deal
with the question of sanctions in the event of
violation, The great overriding sanc¢tion is
that the treaty reflects very important under-
lying national interests, natlocnal security
interest consideraticns, for the signatories,

v and this 1s true of the nuclear countries,
So that the treaty itself would collaps= if there
were serious violation.

e b e e amte

4 He added that a treaty concluded by more than 100 nations
on such an important question was "a pretty solemn and
formidable treaty,”" and he did not think that a signatory
would "take lightly the idea of violating the treaty."

Security assurances

: Secretary Rusk said that the 3ecurilty Council resolutlon
i and the U.S. declaration did not impose any additional
responsibilities beyond existing U.N, Charter obligations,
It was politically important, however, that three of the
five permanent members recognized that a nuclear aggression
or threat fell within the responsibility of the Security
Council, and this might have a deterrent effect on those
who contemplated such aggression., There was no unilateral
'U.S. commitment to prcvide a guarantee against nuclear
blackmall, ana any U.S. action would be taken through the
Security Council.

an——

T o L

Referring to German concern about the possible
dissolution cof NATO, he said that dissolution might be
interpreted by some countries as gnoqnds for withdrawal
from the non-proliferation treat We were nct seeking to
amend the North Atlantic Treaty, The President's July 1,
statement did not amend our security treaties in any way.“

livid,, p. 29,
°Tpid., pp. 15-17.
37bid., pp. 42-43,

4Ibid., p. 47. For the President's statement, see
above, pp. 385-386. -
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Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze believed that the
tripartite resolutlon added significantly to the security
of the non-nuclear parties, "not by increasing security
commitments but by giving evildence to all nations that both .
the United 3tates and the Soviet Unlon share the utmost
concern in preventing any act or threat of aggression with

. nuclear weapons,"l We were not giving the FRG a guarantee
‘ . against nuclear attack even if NATO should be dissolved.?
. ’ Although 1t was Important for the FRG to adhere to the
treaty, he said, "we have no obligation to Germany, we
have made no . .speclal arrangements with Germany and have 'no
suech intention,"3 .

Congressman Hosmar stated that the treaty would extend .
our security arrangements to all treaty signatorles and
C thereby "increase our opportunities to get involved in scme-
one else's troubles by 250 percent.” He recommended that the
; Senate state that "the security assurance is meaningful to
the extent that we will be 'concerned to the utmostt" Af
, © some country becomes the victim of nuclear aggression or
; " blackmail, but that it 1s meaningless Insofar as rushing
: to its rescue 1s concerned."* Congressman Findley thought
that the guarantees against huclear blackmall were ‘empty.

. o

Withdrawal

Asked what events short of general war.ﬁight lead the .
JCS to recommend withdrawal from the treaty, General Wheeler
replied: : .

B

T would think that if we detected serious
violations of the treaty provisions, that is,
regarding the proliferation of nuclear weapons
to non-nuclear states that would be hostile to-
us, we would be justified in examining our . )
2 —~position and perhaps recommending to the President

’ that we withdraw from the treaty.6 :

PRI e e Ve i

-t iz,

lDocuments on Disarmament, 1968, p. 511.
“Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, p. 80.
J_Ibid', p- 860 : '
4T%1d., p. 165.

2Ibid., p. 175.

6Tbid., p. 78.
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Report of the Foreigh Relations Committee

ACDA believed that the hearings had gone well and that
: - there was a good chance that the Senate would approve the
! treaty before it adjourned, But the Soviet invasion cf -
' . Czechoslovakia (August 20-21) dimmed hopes for early
Senate action, as it also checked the treaty's progress
in the international arena.l :

The Johnson Administration still pressed for early
approval of the treaty. The President told his news
" conference on September 6 that the treaty was "very mach in
the interest of the United States, despite any recent
developments."2 Three days later, Secretary of State Rusk
urged Senate approval in an executlive session of the
Foreign Relations Committee. In a statement to the press,
he acknowledged that the Soviet invasion had complicated
) the internaticnal situation., He stressed, however, that
.+ the treaty was not a bilateral American-Soviet agreement but
3 - a world-widg treaty which would be good even if there were
no Soviet Union,3 On the other nand, Mr. Nixon expressed
support for the treaty but favored a delay in Senate action T
. . until the "posture and intentions of the Soviet Union toward
g , Czechoslovakia and other nﬁtions of Central and Western
’ , Europe can be reassessed.”

On September 17 the Foreign Relations Committee approved
i the treaty by a vote of 13 to 3, with 3 abstentions.5 1In its

g lgee velow, p. 410. .

; 2Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Sept. 9,
i 1968, p. 13il.

New York Times, Sept. 10, 1968,

4Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 625.

5Wew York Times, Sept. 18, 1963. The Committee members
veted as follows: :

For - Carlson (Rep., Kan,), Case (Rep. N.J.),
Church (Dem., Id.), Clark (Dem,, Pa.), Cooper (Rep., Ky.),
Fulbright (Dem., Ark.), Gore (Dem., Tenn,), Mansfield
(Dem., Mont.), McCarthy (Dem., Minn.), Morse (Dem., Ore.),
Pell (Dem., R.I.), Sparkman (Dem., Ala.), Symingtcn
(Dem., Mo.).

fa T b T T v

S T S Rt

Against - Dodd (Dem., Conn.), Lausche (Dem., Ohio)
Mundst ERep., S.D.). o o ’

Towa), (Rep., Del.

Abstaining - Aiken (Rep., V&.), Hickenlooper (Rep.
. SECRETAFORORN-
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report (September 26), the majority recommended approval of
the treaty without reservation. It saw 1n the treaty a
recognition by the United States, the United Xingdom, and the
Soviet Union of a "common interest in building barriers to
the very real threat of mutual annihilation" inherent in
nuclear proliferation, The nuclear parties also recognized
their responsibility to compensate the non-nuclear parties
by making further efforts for disarmament, as well as
pledgling themselves to act through the Security Council to
safeguard the security of non-nuclear states which signed
the treaty.

{ h - The report noted that the treaty would have the effect
' of freezing American policy:

{ ...although U,S. statutes have forbidden the .
transfer of nuclear weapons to other states cr
associations of states, this prohibition was

’ ~ heretofore a national decision subject to revision
: of U.S. law. The pending treaty will turn this
self imposed limitation into ‘'an international
prohibition that can be revised only by the
process of amending the treaty, by U.S, with-
drawal from the treaty or by a war situation.

For example, 1t has long been the United States
position not to tranzfer nuclear weapons to any
Zuropean federation. Heretofors this position
could have been changed by the President and

the Congress; 1f the pending treaty comes into
force there will be another, perhaps 1nsurmountab1e,
J cbstacle to any such charge.

R e L TE T

After citing Administration testimony that the IAEA
safeguards system would have to be Improved and strengthened
and noting the absence of safeguards agalnst clandestlne
activities, the report referred to the Administration view
that the treaty would prohibilt us from providing nuclear

i material for peaceful purposes to non-nuclear states which
{ _ did not adhere to the treaty:
!
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.. .Administration witnesses took the position
that nuclear weapon states party to the treaty
would be subject to an undertaking not to provide
nuclear materi al to any nonnuclear-weapon state
for peaceful purposes unless the material was
subject to safeguards resulting from an agreement
with the IAEA, The United States was confident
that no such situation would develop, according to
the testimony before the committee, It was left
unclear, however, how the Unlted States would
react 1f such a .situation did develop.

Article V would probably stimulate irterebt in amending the
limited test-ban treaty.

The Commlittee did not consider that the Security Council
resolution or the U.S., declaration created any new commitmentsi-

The committee wishes to make it unmistakably
clear that it considers the Security Council ~
resolution and the U,§, declaration as separate
and distinct from the Non-proliferaticn Treaty.
This resolution and the accompanying declaration,
are solely executive measures, Hcwever, because

. these actions are linked politically to the treaty,

; ; the connection could convey the impression that -

: approval of the treaty by the Senate also means
approval of the Security Council resolution, For
this reason, the committee wishes to make the
record clear that support of the Non- prol¢feration
Treaty is:'in no way to be construed as approval
of the securlty guarantee measuvres embodied 'in the
United Nations resolution or the supporting U.S,

A . declaration, It is appropriate, however, for the

e committee to express its interpretation of the
-Unlted Nations resolution on security guarantees,
since the pledge and resolution bear upon the

i . constitutional right of the Senate to approve .

. . formal securlty commitments by the Unlted States
' and upon the constitutional right of uhe Congruss
to declare war. )

SECREFANGEQRN
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The committee 1s constralned to point out that,
in its view, this Urnited Nations resolution and
its accompanying declaration in no way involve a
ratification of prior commitments or establish
new commitments. In the event that action is
contemplated by the United States, by reason
of its declaration in the Security Council,
such asticn can only be taken with due regard to-
proper Constitutional processes,

Although the Security Council resolution and the U.S,
declaration created no new commitments, they closed an
option, Before the resolution was passed, we had the option
of calling a case of aggression or threatened aggression

. to the attention of the Security Councill, but we now had an

; ~ obligation to do so, We had therefore given up some of cur

. © diplomatic -flexibility. DMNMoreover, we had also given up .
-the theoretical possibllity of transferring nuclear weapons
to our allies, The Committee believed that "the possltle
future costs of renouncing this option" were overshadowed
by the advantages of controlling proliferation,

The Committee was concerned that few near-nuclear
states nad yet signed the treaty, It therefore urged the
President to delay depositing the U,S. instrument of
ratification until he had received "positive assurances"
: that a majority of them would adhere to the treaty. Other-
' wise, the treaty would become "little more than a plous
: declaration of intent,"

: The only "commitment" it saw in the t{reaty was the

i obligation of the nuclear parties to move {oward nuclear

' disarmament, It was concerned, however, about the
possibility that we would be called upon to provide nuclear
explosive services to any non-nuclear party "regardless of
its relationship to the United States" and without regard to .
"the relationship and importance" of forelgn projects to

{ the U.S. publlc intersst. The bommlttee rejected any

; interpretation of article V as an "open ended commitment'

; and stated that research and development projects should
be undertaken only after consultation with the appropriate
Congressional committees,

HSEGngyqﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁT
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! ¥While several members had favored deferring action on

: the treaty until January because of the flagrant Soviet
viclation of treaty commitments in the invasion of
Czechoslovakia, the majority felv that the treaty was
multilateral and that any delay was inadvisable., It
.concluded that the treaty was in the best interest of the
Urnited States and that i1ts eventual success would depend
on wide acceptance by near-nuclear countries, the
effectiveness of the safeguards, and progress toward
cessation of the nuclear arms race,

In a minority report, five Senators urged delay, both
for substantive obJjections to the treaty and because of the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakla. They cited fcur "unresolved
substantive questions": ' :

(1) It was questionable whether IAEA could prevent.. -
cheating. T .

: (2) The treaty could injure our relations with Euratom
' by requiriag us to cut off nuclear assistance to its members.

(3) Article V could require us to provide "nuclear
engineering projects at the request of countries from
Afghanistan to Zambia," at our expense,

(4) It was not known how much we would have to pay
for an expanded IAEA safeguards system. It would also be
prudent for the Senate to await the outcome of the non-
nuclear cor.ference before taking any action,

R 7 T SN

§ The imovact of the Czechoslovak ewvents was even more

j fundamental, If the treaty was to be effective, it would
require -Soviet cooperation, but there was "no way to monitor
erfectively the Soviet Union's performance of its cbligations
under the Non-prcliferation Treaty," Since the Soviet

Union had vlolated the U.N, Charter and other solemn treaty
cormmitments by bccupying Czechoslovakla, they questioned
whether this wats an appropriate time to "take Soviet promises
on faith."™ If the choice was now or never, they admitted
that 1t might be wiser "to sacrifice our scruples and dismiss
our doubts."” But the real choice was Senate action now or '

SEOREEANCEORN
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"some time next year," and they saw no need for early

action in view of the fallure of many key uountrles to
even sign the treaty.l

The treaty had not yet been voted on when Congress
adjourned on October 14, Although President Johnson :
later talked about calling a special session of the Senate -
after the November election, he did not do.so., VWhen he
left office on January 20, the treaty was still pénding.

Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States
(August 29-October 2, 1968)

The Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States (NNC) was

attended by the representatives of 96 nations. The United
States and the Soviet Unlon had agreed in the General Assembly
that 1t should be held but they were still concerned that

it might impede the non-proliferation treaty. Both agreed
that the NNC should not be allowed to develop into a
permanent organization, After some hesitation, they decided
to attend the conference, Aithough their representatives
were entitled to do so, th3y did not speak in the public
proceedings or submit papers to the conference,

The NNC agenda included security assurances, nuclear-
. free zones, nuclear disarmament, safeguards, peaceful uses
! of nuclear energy, and peaceful nuclear explosive services.
Our delegation was instructed to explain that we could not
go beyond the Security Council resolution on security
assurances> or make a generalized commitment on non-use
along the lines of Additional Prétecol II to the Tlateloico
treaty.

lpocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 642-661, The
minority report was signed by Senators Mundt, Hickenlooper,
Williams, Dodd, and Lausche, In an individual statement,
Senator Dodd criticized the "incomplete nature” of the
safeguards article. 3enator Aiken appended a statement in
which he said that there should be "some definite under-
standings...with respect to the economic responsibilities of
this country before the treaty is voted upon.,"

23ee above, p. 288.

33ee above, pp. 308-311.

bgee pelow, chapter D,
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We felt that the IAEA was the competent internatilonal
crganization to work out the modalities of safeguards and
to receive any reports on peaceful nuclear assistance,
We saw no need for a new international body. Nuclear
disarmament was a problem for the nuclear powers in the
first instance, and it would be a mistake for the conference
to try to set up priorities, Because of the Sovliet position
on verification, it would not be realistic to propose an
inventory of fissionable materials for weapons and non-
weapons purposes, as scme had suggested. We strongly
opposed any new international organizatlon for peaceful
nuclear explcsive services,

In our view, the conference was a "one shot affair";
the Disarmament Commiss¢on ‘the First Committee of the
General Assembly, and the ENDC, as well as the review con-
ference under the non-proliferation treaty, were forums
where ncn-nuclear nations would be able to express their
views on disarmament.

Securlity assurances

Several securlty assurances proposals emerbed during the

conference, Yugoslavia broached a resclution reviving the

thiopian proposal for a non-use convention and callling on-
states to lssue unllateral declarations incorporating the
Kosygin proposal until a conventlon was concluded. 2 "India
proposad to amend the Yugoslav resolution by dropping the
Kosygin formula and substituting language which would recognize
that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against a
non-nuclear state weculd create a situation in which the
Security Councll, especially its nuclear members, would have
to act immediztely. The resolution would reaffirm the
inherent -right of individual or collectlion self-defense
until the Security Councll had taken the necessary
nieasures, Unlike the Security Council resolution, the .Indian

1To Geneva, tel. 228661, Aug. 27, 1968, Confidential.

2From Geneva, tel. 4799, Sept. 12, 1908 Confidential,
For the Ethiopian proposal, see below, Chapter K-6., The
Kosygin proposal is discussed above, p. 51. ‘
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proposal did not 1link security assurances to the non-
proliferation treaty.l Neither of these resolutions were
surfaced. - )

A Pakistanil resolution would urge the nuclear powers
$o0 refrain from the use or threat of use of huclear weapons
against any non-nuclear nation which had renounced nuclear
weapons and had none on its territory. It would also
recommend .to the permanent members of the Security Council
which had supported the June resolution that they under-
take to provide immedlate asslistance to any non-nuclear
nation which had rencunced nuclear weapons and was the victim
of a nuclear attack or threat. The nuclear powers would .
undertake to act affirmatively through the Security Council.
in such a situation and to respond to a reauest for
immediate asslstance from a state which had renounced
; nuclear weapons untll the Securlty Ccunhecll had taken the
L necessary measures,?

The Soviets told our delegation that they did not
: ' ‘find the Yugoslav or Pakistani resclutions acceptable,
) principally because they did not restrict the benefits of
! the Kosygin formula to parties to the non-proliferation
] treaty. As during the General Assembly session, they
wished to prevent resolutions unacceptable to either
superpower, 3

1 After further discussion within the Afro-Asian group,

! the Pakistanis dropped the Kosygin formula., Ve s8tlli con-
sidered the resolution unaCﬁeptable, and the Pakistanis

dld not bring it to a vote. Also stillborn was a proposal
by Uganda, Tanzanla, and Zambla for a conference to conclude
a convention or protocol to the non-proliferation trcaty
providing that the non-nuclear powers would not attack non-
nuclear nations or each cther and that parties would come to
the aid of any state attacked by nuclear or conventional
weapons,5

PRI R
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lProm Geneva, tel, 4870, Sept. 18, 1968, Confidential.
For an earliler version of the Indlan amendment, see Geneva,
tel, 4822, Sept. 14, 1968, Confidential.

From Geneva, tel. 4755, Sept. 12, 1968, Confidential.

From Geneva, tel. 4796, Sept. 12, 1968, Confidential.

A/CONF.35/C.1/L.11; from Geneva, tel, 5031; Sept. 25,
1968, Confidential. -

5A8/CONF.35/C.1/L. 4.
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There was much stronger support for a Iatin American

resclution recommending that the General Assembly convene
a conference for concluding an agreement whereby the nuclear
powers would undertake to adopt the appropriate measures to
assure the securlty of all non-nuclear states.l On
‘September 26 the First Committee approved (12 to 1, with 68
abstentions) a Pakistani amendment referring to the principle
of "an acceptadle balance of mutual responsibilities and
cbligations between the nuclear and non-nuclear States.,"
It then adopted the amended resolution by a vote of 40 tc 17,
with 25 abstentions But additional opposition was mustered
in the plenary conference (September 27), where the

: resolution failed by one vote to obtain the necessary two-
thirds majority because the Dahomeyan representative, who

-had supported it in the First Committee did not arrive in
time for the voting.?2

Other initiatives came from our ailies., The Belgian
observer at Geneva floated the idea of a resoclution which
would invite the nuclear powers to "solemnly subscribe,
individually or collectively, and without detriment to the
right of legitimate or collective defense reaffirmed in
the United Naticns Charter, to the commitment not to lend
. themselves, directly or indirectly, and in any piace
; (territorys whatsoever, to'any military initiative whatever
¢ involving or engaging the use of nuclear weapons or the

IA/CONF.35/C.1/L.3/Rev 2.

2The vote lwas 39 to 20, with 19 abstentions:

For - Afghanistan, Algerla Argentina, Bollvia, Bragil
Cameroon, Chile, Colomo*a, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, FRG, Ghana, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel,’
Jamaica, Japan, Xenya, Laos, Madagascar, Mauritius, Nigeria,
Paklstan, Paraguay, Peru, Republic of Vietnam, Romania,

Spain, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, United
Republic of Tanzanla Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugcslavia, Zambia,

Apgainst - Austﬂalia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, China,
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Hungdry, Ireland,
Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland,
Republic of Kocrea, Sweden, Thatlland.

; Abstaining - Austria, Burma, Ceylon, Ethiopila, Irag,

3 Italy, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Lebancn, Llibya, Liechtensteln,

‘ Malta, Mexico, Morocco, Philippines, Portugal, Saudl Arabla,

: - Somalia, South Africa, South Yemen, Syria, Tunisia, .Turkey,,

v UAR, Yemen,

' The President of the conference ruled that 40 votes were

; necessary for a 2/3 majority and the Latin Americans, after

vigorously disputing the ruling, did not demand a vote on its
i validity.

P —SECREPANOFORN-
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. threat to use such weapons,"1

FRG Ambassador Schnippenkoetter favored a resolution
condemning all use of force contrary to Charter principles.
When this proposal encountered British and Canadian criticism,
he acknowledged that it did not deal with the problem of
nuclear defense against overwhelmling conventional attack -
a problem which had always concerned German strategists.

He then proposed that the nuclear powers should "undertake
not to use or threaten to use nuclear wveapons against any
non-huclear-weapon State, unless requested to act according
to a decision by the Security Council or to assist in the
exercise of the right of self-defense."2

The Belgian and German proposals were referred to.the
North Atlantic Council, and Ambassador Cleveland was instructed
i ' to oppose them. In view of our experience with our previous
: non-use proposal, we did not consider it possible for the
non-nuclear cornference to develop a broadly acceptabdble
formula, due to the '"wide variety of conflicting interests of
Western alliances, non-aligned, East bloc, and egpecially
of nuclear-weapons state s, whose support would he required
for any meaningful assurances."3

. At the September.18 meeting of the NAC, Ambassador
Cleveland was supported by the British representative, who
pointed out that the search for a compromise would create
security problems for NATO and argued that the Belgiah and
german propcsals were unlikely to prove fruiftful. The
Belgians withdrew their proposal, and the German representative:
sald that the FRG would not push its formula over substantive
) objections.¥ :
j : Although Ambassador Schnippenkoetter dropped his
fermula on the non-use of nuclear weapons for aggressive
purposes, he continued tc press a resolutiocn on the general
non-use c¢f force. Commenting on the initial draft, Ambassador

A e et o b
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lprom Geneva, tel. 4788, Sept. 12, 1968, Confidential.
' . 2From Geneva, tel, 4869, Sept. 17, 1968, Confidential.
é ?To USNATO, tel. 240335, Sept. 18, 1968, Secret. .

! ‘Prom USNATO, tel. 4784, Sept. 19, 1968, Confidential.

i . SECRED/NOFORN-
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De Palma told him that it would be criticized for failing

to refer tc the U.N, Charter and that some would see it as
an attempt to introduce the Czechoslovak issue in the General
Assembly,l Our delegation thought that we should maintain
an "essentially hands-off attitude" but suggest adding .

a reference to article II of the U.N, Charter and deleting
the appeal to the General Assembly.2 Washington felt that
the new German draft still raised many problems, since it
contained a non-use formula and appeared tvo create .
assurances apart from the Charter, We could not support it
and believed that it should be subject to further NATO
consultation.3

In spite of our opposition, the Germans tabled their .
. resolution. They added a reference to article. II of the
i Charter 'and dropped the appeal to the General Assembly,
{ In 1ts final form, the operative paragraphs of the
resolution read as follows:

1. /The NNC/ Reaffirms

(1) the principle, indivisible in its ap-
plication, of the non-use of force and the
prohibition of the threat of force in relations

( between States by employing nuclear or non-nuclear
weapons, and the belief that all States.without
exception have an equal and inalienable right to
enjoy the protection afforded by this principle,
recognized under Article 2 of the United Nations
Charter;

B S —— b > av -

: : (1i) the right to equality, sovereignty,
i . territorial integrity, non-intervention in internal
: affairs and self-determination of every Siate;

xaa

: ~ (1i1) the inherent right, recognized under |
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, «of
individual or collective self-defense which,

lprom Geneva, tel. 4928, Sept. 20, 1968, Confidential.
2From Geneva, tel. 4941, Sept., 20, 1968, Confidential.
370 Geneva, tel., 242795, Sept. 20, 1968, Confidential.
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apart from measures taken or authorized by

the Security Council of the United Nations,’is
the legitimate exception to the overriding
principle of the non-use of force in relations
between States,

2. Requests the nuclear-weapon States to reaffirm
these principles on their behalf.

In the First Committee, there were separate votes on
each part of operative paragraph (1). Part (1) was
approved 60 to 0, with 18 abstenticns, part {(ii) 6¢ to 0,.
with 21 absterntions, and part (1il) 47 to 0, with 33 -
abstentions, The resolution as a whole passed 50 to 5, with
25 abstentions, }

The voting lineup was similar In the plenary conference
ESeptember 27), where the third part of cperative paragraph
1) was approved 48 to ¢, with 32 abstentions, The .
resolution as a whole was adopted 52 to ;, with 26 abstentions,
against the opposition of Soviet allie€s, .

’ Safeguards

Refore the NNC convened, there was some discussion with
the Japanese, who wer2 not content with the explanations we
had previously offered about the operations of the IAEA
safeguards system.2 On July 23, they gave our Embassy in .
Tokyo a memorandum advocating a new sarfeguards system under -
the treaty. They argued that the present TAEA safeguards
system would be unsuitable and that a new system shouid be
set up, based on cohtrolling the flow of nuclear material.
at certain strategic points. In their view, plutonium and
highly enriched uraniwn should receive major emphasis. The
current IAEA system would be too costly, and 1ts effectiveness
would be doubtful, Moreover, all non-nuclear parties,
including member§ of regional organizatlons, should receive
equal treatment,

isee Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 671-672.

2gee above, PD. 345-348. . ‘

3"A New Safeguards System under the NPT," July 23, 1968,
(Attachment to from Tokyo, agm. A-1837), Confidentlal.

; :
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: We replied that there was no need for a fundamental
\ revision of the IAEA system at this stage. It was flexible
' enough to use under the treaty, and JAEA would not be
precluded from concentrating on strategic points., The
right of inspectlon was necessary, however, in order to
verify that reports and records were accurate, The IAELA
system already emphasized plutonium and highly enriched
uranium. Whille we did not under-estimate budgetary factors,
we found it inccncelvable that a day could not be found
P to finance the program. As for "equality of treatment,"
. all safeguards agreements should conform to the three
' principles Mr. Fisher had enunciated in January.l Although
' the IAEA-Euratom agreement might differ from some of the
others, the important point was that the net effect should
be equal in terms of assurance that no diversion was takin
place. We proposed bilateral discussions at a later date,
The Japanese fthen assured us tnat they di4 nct intend
to deal substantively with safeguards at the NNC or the
IAEA General Conference,3 They considered it necessary to .
know the extent to which American and British facilities
¢ would undergo IAEA inspections, and they wished to have our
views on the effect of the treaty on existing safeguards
agreements witthapan.4 i

Quoting an AEC memorandum submitted during the Senate
hearings, we said that IAEA would probably elect "to apply
safeguards to a represantative numter of U,S. actilvities, .
at least initially." It was doubtful, however, that IAEA
would wish to apply safeguards to all our activities, and we
did not consider this necessary. We could not supply a list
of activities at that time.® At Geneva, a Japanese delegate
told us that his country had a strong interest in seeing all
i American facilities placed under IAEA safeguards so that we
would feel the full burden and adopt what he called a reasonable

[ 2 PR e R N T
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1see above, pp. 294~295, :

276 Tokyo, tel, 22690L, Aug. 23, 1968, Confidential.

3From Tokyo, tel. 11523, Aug. 28, 1968, Confidential,

From Tokyo, tel. 11600, Aug. 30, 1968, Confidential.

5To Tokyo, tel. 238454, Sept. 13, 1968, Confidential;
from Tokyo, tel, 12030, Sept. 14, 1963, Confidential. For
the AEC memorandum, see Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings
Before the Committee on Forcign Relatlons, United States
senate, Ninetieth Uongreéss, secornd oession, onl ExecutiIve H,
93th Congress, Seconhd Session, pp. 110-111.
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attitude., Referring to Euratom, he argued that all parties
should be treated equally and that we should define the
IAEA-Furatom relationship, We replied that the relationship

- would initially be up to the two organizations, although our
membership in the IAEA Board of Governors would eventually
require us to declare our position,l

The Germans shared the Japanese desire to simplify
safeguards but took a different view of Zuratom. And they
were not content to express their oplnions behind the
scenes. They tabled a working paper at Geneva inhich
they argued that safeguards should be based on the "containment
: principle,” i.e., assuring that the flow of fissionable
: , material was contained in peaceful nuclear plants, and on
the concentration of safeguards at strategle points around
and in nug¢lear facilities, where instruments could be
employed.2 On September 18, Ambassador Schnippenkcetter
told the Flrst Committes that only those parts of the TAEA
system which accorded with these principles were relevant
to the agreements to be negotiated under article III of the
§ . treaty. He also referred to the "disecriminatory" aspect
cf safeguards, welcomed the American and British ofLegs,
and maintalned that Euratom provided equal treatment

4% et s e s emvaa e
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The Swiss introduced a resolution recommending that
agreements under article III should be drawn up "with due
regard for the principle of the sovereign equality of States,
so as to impose equilvalent political or economic

esponsibilities upon all.” It also recommended simplifying
safeguards procedures "by limiting them to the flow
of highly enriched uranium and plutonium,“ automating
safeguards, exempting small quantities of materials used in

: scientific research, strengthening rules against industrial
i " espionage, and charging the costs of safeguards agalnst the

IAEA budget.® The Swiss resolution was later merged with a

Spanlsh proposal recommending the establishment within TAEA

of a speclai committee on safeguards "to which member

countries possesslng nuclear facilities or supplying nuclear
. materials shall velong if they so wish.,"D

BN S L T
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iFrom Geneva, tel. 4823, Sept. 14, 1968, Limited Official
Use, .
2A/CONF.35/L.1/1.
3A/CONF 35/C.1/SR.11 {prov.).
A/CONF 35/0.1/L.2.
{CONF .35/C.1/L.S. The Spanish resolution was circulated
as A/CO 35/¢C. 1/L.1. o

' SECREF/NOFORN
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In an effort to avert substantive recommendations by
the NNC, we persuaded the Chileans to table a resolution
transmitting the conference records and relevant proposals
to IAEA.l1 But the Chileans encountered opposition within
the Latin American group and agreed to withdraw their
resolution and co-sponsor a modified version of the Spanish-
Swiss resolution, which drcpped the "sovereign equaiity”

- clause,~ With several amendments, the resolution was

approved in the First Committee 35 to 5, with 43 abstentions.3
The plenary conference adopted iﬁ on September 27 by a vote

of 34 tc 5, with 45 abstentions,
\

1p/CONF.35/C.1/L.12; from Geneva, tel, L4947,
Sept. 23, 1968, Ccnfidential, ’

2Frcem Geneva, tel, 5004, Sept, 25, 1968, Confidential.
The revised Spanish-Swiss proposal (A/CONF.35/C.1/L.14)
was co-sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,

Spain, and Switzerland. ‘

3The amendments were submitted by Japan (A/CONF,35/
C.1/L.16), Mauritius (A/CONF.35/C.1/L.17), the FRG (A/CONF.
35/C.1/1..18), and the Pnilippines (A/CONF.35/C,1/L.19). The
vote on the amended resolution was as follows:

For - Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma,

Ceylon, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, Ghana, Guatesmala, India, Indonesia,.
Iran, Italy, Japan, Xenya, Liechtenstein, Mauritius, Nigeria,
Pakistan, -Panama, Paraguay. Peru, Philippines, Spain,
" Switzerland. Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia,
rol ggainst - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,. Hungary, Mcrigolia,
oland, , .

Abstaining - Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Belgium,
Cameroon, Canada, China, Danhomey, Denmark, Finland, Greece,
Iraq, Ireiand, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kuwailt,
Iebvanon, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malta, Mexico, Morocco,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Republic of
Korea, Republic of Vietnam, Romania, South Africa, Southern
Yemen, Sweden, Syria, Tunisla, Turkey, Uganda, UAR, Unlted
Repub&ic of Tanzania, Yemen, Zambla.

See res. F (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 675-677).
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The NNC also adopted a Pakistani resolution on safeguards.

In its final form, this resolution stated:

/The NNC/ recommends the acceptance of the
IAEA system of safeguards, as may be evolved from
time to time, by all the non-nuclear-weapon
States, as set forth in an agreement to be
negotiated and concluded with the TAEA in
accordance with its safeguards system which would
provide against diversion of source or fissionable
material whether 1t 1s produced, processed or
used in any principal nuclear facility or 'is out-

. 8ide any such facllity established with or without

the assistance of the IAEA, 1Including those -
principal nuclear facilities which may have teen
established in pursuance of any bilateral or
multilateral arrangements, as a step towards

the non-proliferatior of nuclear weapons,

It was approved in plenary by a vote of 34 to 8, with 4l
abstentions,

Nuclear-free zones

16 Zatin American states co-sponsored a draft resociution

on nuclear-rree zones, Operative part A recommended that
non-nuclear nations outside their area study the possibllity
and desirability of setting up -other denuclearized zones
"provided that political and security conditions permit."
‘Operative part B (1) regretted that all nuclear powers had
not signed Additional Protoccl II to the Tlatelolco treaty
and (2) urged them to do s0,?

In the Pirst Committee, Ghana, supported by Soviet

alllies and a few Afro-Asian states, proposed to celete the
words "provided that political and security conditions
permit" from cperative part A, The Ghanaian amendment vas

lRes, E (lbid., pp. 675- 676)

QA/CONF 35/C.1/L.5/Rev. 1.
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rejected 56 to 12, with 8 abstentions.l The Committee then
approved this part by a vote of 64 to 0, with 12 abstentions,.®
The committee appvoved paragraph (1) of operative part B by .
a2 vote of 41 to 1, with 3& abstentions.3 It adopted paragraph

lpor - Bulbarla Czechoslovakia, Ghana, Hungary, Kenya, -
Kuwailt] Mongolia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, bomalia.

Aga nst. - Algeria, Argentina, Australwa, Austria,
Belglum, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethniopla, FRG, .
Finland, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Italy,
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Libya, Llechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Republic of Korea,
Republic of Vietnam, -South Africa, Southern Yemen, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Trinidad and Tobage, Turkey,
Uganda, UAR, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yemen, Zambia.

Abstaining - Afghanistan, Iran, Madagascar, Morocco,
; ' Pertugel, Thailand, Tunisia, Yugoslavia,
) §For - A;ghanistan Algeria, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile
China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethlopia,
FRG, Finland, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq. Ireland,
Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, the
Philippines, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of Vietnam, :
Somalia, South Africa, Southern Yemen, Spain, Sweden, -
Switzerland, Syria, Trinldad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, UAR,
United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen,
YugoslaVLa, Zambla.

ainst -~ None,

Ab alnwng - Bulgarla, Czechoslovakia, Ghana, . Hun&ary.
: Kenya, Kuwait, Mongolia, Morocco,- Poland, Romania, Thailang,
: Tunisia.
{ : 3ror - Argentina, Australia, Austrla, Belglum, Brazil,
§ Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, FRG. Greece,
Iran, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Libya, Liechtenstein,
Luxembourg, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Repub lic of Vietnam,

Ve e At srae it e

: South Africa, Spain, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobagc, Turkey,
: , Uganda, United RBepublic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Zambila,
' Against - Nigeria,

H Kbbfaining - Afghanilistan, Algeria, Bulgaria, Burma, Ceylon,

China, Czechoslovakia, Dermark, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana,
Hungary, India, Indones1a Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Madagascar,

i Mongolla, Morccco, Norway, Pakistan, Po1and, Republlic of Kores,
. Romania, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Sweden, Syria, Thailand,

' Tunisia, UAR, chen Yugoslavia.

n - v
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(2) of this part 61 to C, with 15 abstentions.l The resolution
as a whole passed 63 to 0, with 13 abstentions.2 The plenary
conference approved it 74 to 0, with 10 abstentions,3

s et are . -

Disarmament

A group of Latin American nations, joined by Afghanistan,
Ghana, Indla, Pakistan, and Yugoslavia, sponsored a-resolution
requesting that the General Assembly negotiate for:

lpor - Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, :
Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, Ghana, Greece,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan Kenya Kuwait, Libya, Llechtensuein Luxembourg, .
Madagascar, Malta, Mauritlus, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand,,
£ Nigerie, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal,
! . Republic of Vietnam, Somalia, South Africa, Southern Yemen,

' Spaln, Switzerland, Syrila, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey,
Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yemﬁn Yugoslavia, Zambla,

P T T |

ainst - None,

Kos£a1n1n5 -~ Buigarla, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, F*nland
Hungary, Mongolia, Morocco, Norway, Poland, Republic of Korea,
Romania, Sweden, Thailand, Tunisia, UAR.

2For - Afghanistan, Algeria, Apgentina, Australia, Austria,

" Belgium, Brazll, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, Chine,

Colombia, Costa Rlca, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, Finland,
Greece, India, Indonesla, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamalca,
Japan, Jordan, Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Madagascar,
Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Ncrway,
Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Republic of
Korea, Republic of Vietnam, Somalia, Scuth Africa, Southern
Yemen, Spain, Sweden, Switzerliand, Syria, Trinidad. and

. Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, UAR, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia,

ot Ben o s TS AN AT ) S o A W ¢ ne

¥ e o i oy, ¢ P s

Ageinst - None, ,
A%Staining -~ Bulgaria, Czechoslovakila, uhana, Hungary,
Kenya, Kuwait, Mongolia, Morocco, Nigeria, Poland, Romania,
: Thailand, Tunisia,

N 3Res. B (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp, 672-674).

SECREF/NEFORN-
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. (a) the prevention of the further development
. and improvement of huclear weapons and their
delivery vehicles; . ‘

; (b) the conclusion of a ccmprehensive test
ban treaty, as an important step in the field of
nuclear disarmament, and as a matter of high

" priority;

: (c)} reaching agreement on the immediate

i cessatlion of the production of fissile materials
’ for weapons purposes and the stoppage of the

manufacture of nuclear weapons;

W

(d) the reduction and subsequent elimination
of all stockpiles_cf nuclear weapons and their
delivery systems. ' ' :

P A

Pakistan introduced a resolution urging the USSR and the
United States to enter infto bllateral discuss%ons on strategic
nuclear weapons limitations at an early date. : :

e

There was little controversy about elther resolution, -
since the measures mentioned in the Latin Amerlcan resolution
were already on the ENDC agenda and the USSR and the United
States had publicly declared. their intention to have bilateral
strategic nuclear weapons limitation talks. The Latin American.
resolution was approved in plenary by a vote of 76 to 0, with
8 abstenticns.3 The Pakistani resolution was adopted 79 to O,
with 5 abstentions.(Kenya, Tanzania, Thailand, Uganda, Zambia).l

R s T

Peaceful uses of nuclear energy

-

The Itallans introduced a working paper in which thej
again advocated the Fanfani proposal for fissionable materials
transfers which we still opposed.D Some European non-nuclear

PN

ACLaDy .

1p/CONF.35/C.T/L.1/Rev. 1.

QA;CONF/C.{/L.é/Rec. 1. A _

3Res. .C (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 674-675).

4Res. D (Ivid., p. 675).

5A/CONF,35/C.2/3; to Geneva, tel. 241840, Sept. 19, 1968,
Confidential. For previous discussions, see above, p. 176.
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nations wished to glve article IV of the treaty a broader
interpretation than we were willing to accept. For example,
_ Ambassador Schnippenkoetter told the Serond Committee:

‘The Federal Government states its under-
standing that, under the treaty, no nuclsar activity
in research, development, production or use 1is
prohibited nor can the supply of knowledge, materials

: and equipment be denied to non-nuclear-weapon States,
i . until it is clearly established that such activity or
such supply will be used for the manufacture of
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,
Article IV establishes an obligation on parties of
the treaty in a posltion tc do sc.to co-operate

in contributing to the further development of the

: application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,
: The Federal Government expects that national
policles of restrilcting the free flow of scientific
and technological information will be reviewed in
order to promote the fullest possible exchange of
scientific and technecloglcal informatlon for
peeceful purposes.,

Our delegatidn did not wish to "open up Pandcra's box" by
publicly disputing the German Interpretation at this stageol

, But the same question was posed more sharply by a Swiss
resolution which declared that the nuclear powers should gilve
precise undertakings on the following points:

T

; (a) Effective access to advanced nuclear

; . technology, including that hitherto kept secret,
and in particular that relating to uranium
enrichment;

(b) Guaranteed access -to fissionable materials,
in particular to enriched uranium and plutonium, with
a view to thelr use for peaceful purpoues

(e) Non-discrimination in the grant of facilities,
whether to nuclear-weapon States or to non-nuclear-
weapon States. .

lprom Geneva, tel. 4772 Sept. 12 1968, Com:idential
2A/CONF. 35/C.../L 1.

SﬁeﬁﬁffﬁﬁFﬂRN
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Washington instructed the delegation to say that this
, resolution would not be a useful contrioution, since the
treaty itself answered the general purposes of the resoiution
"in /the/ best manner realistically possible.,” Articles IV,
V, and VI of the treaty nhad beenrn revised to meet the desires
of the non-nuclear nations, and the valance cf otligations in
these articles was heavily weighted in their favor, We had
already concluded more than 30 international agreements on
peaceful uses and would expect to conclude more as a result
of the treaty. The treaty did not prohibit uranium enrichment
plants or any other type of isotope separation facilities but
, required safeguards under artlcle.IXII. The conclusion of
the treaty wculd facilitate the exchange of information on
peaceful uses, and we would make information "widely available
except for areas closely related to /The/ risk of nuclear
: weapons proliferation or to military appiilcations of nuclear
% energy," The technique of uranium enrichment was one of those
] areas. As we had told tne Senate Foreign Relations Committee, .
i " the treaty did not override the provisions of the U.S. Atomic
’ "Energy Act, existing export policy, and private patent or
propriletary rights. There was no shortage of enriched
i uranium or plutonium for peaceful purposes, and we planned
i to enlarge our enrichment capacity.

i Our delegation was able to get the Swiss resolution
; watered down by planting a mcre acceptable draft with the

: ~ Scandlnavian countries? and encouraging the Japanese to submlt
i a moderate resolution, 3 The result was a seven-power resolution

! containing the following recommendations to the IAEA:

(1) Continued efforts for the compilation and dissemin-
ation of public information.

(2) Study of internatiocnal arrangements to facilitate the
exchange of seclentific and technical infcrmation that was not
publicly available, .

T e

. 17o geneva, tel. 241841, Sept. 19, 1968, ILimited Official
Use. :
2A/CONF.35/C.2/L.7 and Add. 1. The four: Scandinavian
countrle were later ‘joined by Austria, .
A/(‘ONF 35/C.2/L.4.

e . F et s ademr——— et (b e
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; (3) Advice from the nuclear powers on the declassification
: of information whose classiflcation was no longer necessary
‘ for security reasons,

(4) Study of ways and means of increasing funds for
technical assistance,

(5) Study of means of insuring access to special
fissionable materials, ‘

(6) Facilitation by the nuclear powers of making
fissicnable materials availlable to non-nuclear naticns
"accepting the applicaticn of safeguards as envisaged in
Article III of the Treaty."

(7) Studies on TAEA functions in the field of peaceful
nuclear explosilons.

(8) Examination. of its procadures and_arrangements, and
the composition of the Board of Governors.

Our delegation acknowledged that the combined resolution
still had "imperfectiocns" on fuel supply, information, and
peaceful uses, It was nevertheless encowaged, "considering
where we started." It was still not sure whether the
"extremists" would. accept a formula which did not explicitly
call for the declassification of 1sotope separation uechnology.

P T Y T Lo e

[EPPON

When the resolution came to a vote in the Second Committee,
3 some who wilshed for a stronger declassification provision
demanded a separate vote on this clause, whilch was approved

by a vote of 62 to 0, with 11 abstentions. On the queqtion

of speciltying that safeguards should be as "envisaged" in the

i : treaty, the exlisting language was upheld 60 to 1, with 16

i " abstentions, Indla voting in the negative. The provisions on

i avallability of fissionable materials were approved 63 to 1,
with 14 abstentions. An attempt to strengthen the reconmundations
on JAEA reform falled 59 to 0, with 20 abstentions, The
resolution as a whole was then approved 70 to 2, with 8
abstentions, India and Nigeria opposing.

b s i et o R OANA e LT s e 4

14/CONF.35/C.2/L.4/Rev, 2.
2From Geneva,.tel. 4957, Sept. 24, 1968 Limited Official

Use,

SECBEH&@KH%ﬁﬁFV
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In the plenary conference (September 26), the FRG,
Arg=ntina, Australia, Brazil, and India unsuccessfully tried
to revise the safeguards language to read "either the application
of exlisting safeguards or other safeguards as envisaged in article
III of the treaty."l This amendment was rejected 37 to 35,
with 6 abstenticns. The _resolution was then anprovpd 51 to
15, with 10 abstentions.

Pakistan submitted two resolutions. The first resolution,
after three revisions, (1) requested all nuclear powers and
states 1n a positioen to do so to provlde access for scilentific
training on a non-discriminatory basis, (2) urged aucliear powers
and cthers not to provide nuclear material or equipment to
any ron-nuclear state uniess it had accepted safeguards "in
an agreement to be negotiated and concluded in accordance
with the Statute of IAEA and the Agency's safeguard system,"
and (3) urged that multilateral safeguards continue to apply

; until negotiations with IAEA werg considere¢ "conducive to
, . the conclusion of an agreement.

The Second Committee deleted the second paragraph by
a vote of 15 to 19, with 30 abstentions and rejected the
third paragraph 3 to 29, with 30 abstentions. The truncated
resolution was thes approved 18 to 3, with 43 abstentions.
The plenary conference adopted in on September 26 by a vote
of 37 to ¢, with 43 abstentions.

- —

A second Pakistanl resolution, after two revisions,
reccmmended that IAEA examine arrangements to set up a
) Special Nuclear Fund to finance nuclear projects in npn-
! nuclear nations, especially the developing countries.b on
§ September 26 it was approved in the glenary confererice by a
- vote of 70 to O, with 4 abstentions. :

PR PR

1p/CONF,35/L.6. The Australian representative orally
proposed to revise the amendment to read "either the application’
of or the acceptance of safeguards as proviged for in the exlsting
TAEA system of safeguards or cther appropriate safeguards as
envisaged in Article III of the treaty" (A/CONF.35/SR.17) but’
withdrew the proposal without seeking a vote,

2Res. H (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 678-680).

3A/CONF 35/C.2/L.3/Rev. 3.

Res.M (Documents on Dlsarmament ¢968, p. 684). ’

2A/CONF.35/C.2/L.5/Rev. 2.

ORes, I (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 680 631).
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) On September 18 a group of Latin American nations submitted
i ) a resolution requesting the U,N, Secretary-General to appcint

: ' a group of experts to prepare a report on the possible

, contributions of nuclear technology to developing countries,

| * The report would be completed in time for consideration at the

: 24th General Assembly.l Washington took a dim view of this

, proposal, since it considered that IAEA was the appropriate
agency to deal with the problem and that the proposed

committee would overlap the small sclentific advisory committee
that the Secretary-General already had.2

At the opening meeting of the 12th IAEA General Conhference
: in Vienna, Director-Generali Eklund expressed surprise at the
' Latin American proposal and took the occasion to criticlze
the ignorance of some NNC members and the lack of coordination
: between political and scientific organizations in some countries,3
' Eklund's remarks were not well received in Geneva, where a ’
number of delegates agreed with the Eguadorean view that they
were not only unwise but intolerable, They did not make'it
any easier for us to promote the JAEA,

While our delegation was unable to block this resoliution,
its arguments apparently persuaded the sponsors to add a
paragraph recommending that the Secretary-General advise the
experts to take advantage of the experience of the IAEA.5 The
Second Committee apprcved the resolution by a vote of 75 to 0,
with 3 abstentions, The plenary conference adopted it on ’
September 26 by a vote of 69 to O, 'with 1 abstention.b

A more radical resciubtion was initiated by Brazil. The
first part of this resclution would have the ccnference (1)
request the General Assembly to consider setting up in the .
U.N. Developnent Program a "Program for Research and Develcpuent
of Nuclear Technclogy" with TAEA cooperation for the benefit of
the developing countries, (2) request the Internaticnal Bank

O S TR P S Renidd

1a/CONP.35/C.2/L.2/Rev, 1 and Add. 1. o
2To Geneva, tel. 2.3314, Sept. 23, 1968, Confidential,
3IAEA doc. GG (XII)/OR.119, p. 10.
i 47/CONP. 35/SR. 20,
S5From Geneva, tel. 4947, Sept. 23, 1968, Confidential;
i A/CON§.35/C.2/L.2/Rev. 2. : .
' Res, G (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p., 67&),
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for Reconstruction to consider setting up a program for using

nuclear energy in economic development projects for the beneflt

of the developing countries, (3) ask the nuclear powers to

undertake primary responsibility for financing the programs.

The second part would reguest- the IAEA to consider establishing
a "Special Fissionable Material Fund" for non-nuclear ssates,

espCC1a11y the developing countries,.and ask the nuclear

powers for a firm commitment to provide materials to the

‘fund "in adequate quantities and at reasonable prices,'l

Washington opposed this proposal. In an instruction to

Geneva, it pointed out that develcping countries set theilr own
priorities in the U,N, Development Program and could give
nuclear projects priority if they chosz to do so. The

: resclution would reverse the IBRD policy of dealing with

oo each project on its merits. We already bore a2 major burden

i , in financing deveiopnent projects but would not assume

P "primary responsibility" simply because we were a nuclear

| power, It was not clear how the fissionable mater%als

' prov;sion would differ from existing arrangements.

In spite of our oppcsition, Brazil obtained Latin American
co-gsponsors for the resolution and surfaced 1t in Committee
i II.3 Separate votes were taken on the provisions regarding .
i nuclear-power financing of development programs and the supply
: of fissionable materials. The financing provision was approved
52 to 4, with 23 abstentions, and the supply .clause passed by
a vote of 59 to 4, with 20 abstentions. The Second Committee
then approved the resolution as a whole by a- vote of 57 to
5, with 17 abstentions. Or September 26 the plenary ﬁonference
adopted it by a vote of 57 to 0, with 22 abstentions, '

Peaceful nuclear explosions

During the negotlations on the non-proliferation treaty,
Sweden had questioned the compatiblilty of the treaty with a

i

1Frorn Geneva, tel. 4835, Sept. 16, 1968 Confidential.

To Geneva, tel. 241645, Sept. 19, 1968, Confidential,
3A/CONF, 35/c 2/L.6 and Adds. 1 and 2,

Ysee Res. (Documents on Dlsarmamen‘ 1968, pp. 681-682),

—SECRET/NOFORN
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future comprehensive test ban,l and she continued to he con-
cerned with this problem, At the non-nuclear conference she
tavled a resolution, co-sponsored by Nigerla, stating that

the question of peaceful nuclear explosions was closely

linked with a comprehensive test ban, underliring "the

ucgency of a universal and comprehensive solution of the
problem of nuclear explsaslons for peaceful purposes compatible
with a comprehensive test tan treaty." The preamble .contained
a clause referring to the need for a comprehenslve test-han
treaty and & separate agreement estabiishing control of all
pezceful explosions.2 The Second Committee approved this
clause by a vote of 39 to 1 (Australia) with 35 abstentions.
It adopted the resolutiocn as 2 whoie 70 to O, with 8
abstentions, On September 26 the plenary conference adopted
(57 to 0, with 12 abstentions) an amendment by Brazil, Mexlco,
Nigeria, and Sweden changing the wording of the preambular
clause,3 It then approved the aﬂended resolution by a vote

of 61 to 0, with 16 abstentions,

Article V of the non-proliferation treaty provided that

non-nuclear parties should be able to obtain the benefits
of peaceful nuclear explosive services, 'pursuant to a special:
international agreement or agreements, through an appropriate
international body with adequabte representation. of non-

_ huclear-weapon States:." Ve believed that the IAEA should
be the "appropriate international body," but Mexico took a
different view, It submitted a paper to the non-nuclear
conference in which it outlined proposals for preparing a
special agreement, These proposals called for setiving up an
International Program of Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful

: Purposes, comprising nuclear povwers and "States which have

; renounced nuclear weapons," i.e., parties to the non-prolifer-

ation treaty, the Tlatelolco treaty, and similar agreements.

: The Mexlcans argued that IAEA was not flexible enough
to handie the problem and questioned whether it could
discriminate among its members by withhclding services from

lsee International llegotiatinns on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp., 104-105,
cf/CONKF.35/C.2/L.10/Rev, 1 and Add. 1.
?A/CONF.35/L.5. )
‘Res,I, (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 683).
| 54/CONF,35/D0C. 15.
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those who did not sign the treaty. We replied that there was
nothing in the IAEA Statute to prevent it from assuming -

obligations under article V, Since it had adequate statutory
authority, we saw no point in establishing a new organization.

" It would be difficult for us to broaden our treaty asgsurances

to include adherents of other agreements - e.g., the Argentines
and Brazillans, contrary to our interpretation; claimed that’
the Tlatelolco treaty would permit them to manufacture

peacerful nuclear explosive devices, Any American services

to countries that did not adhere to the treaty "would have

to be considered case-by-case, Moreover, we did act think -
that the conference should get into a detalled discussion

of the question,l

When the Dutch representative suggested count@ring the
Mexican proposals with a resolution endorsing the IAEA as
the "appropriate internasional body," Washington expressed

.concern that this might make IAEA accountatle to the confersnce,

It saw scme advantage, however, in a resolution to IAZA and
thus place it in a subordinate position, It. preferred a
resolution by the IAEA Ceneral Conference, scheduled to meet
in September, requesting the Director-General cof IAEA to
anitiate studles of procedures fcr ca"rying out its role as
the aprropriate 1ntepnat10nal body. 2

Qur delegation was aware of this problem but pointed out
the danger that the less developed countries might "gravitate
around" the Mexican proposal in the absence of an inltiat*ve.
In the end, 1t was decided to act through the IAEA, and the
General Confefence adopted a resolution of the kind we

contemplated.

In Geneva, Mexico obtained other Latir Amerlican co-
sponsors for a draft resolution requesting tne Inclusion on
the agenda of the 23rd General Assembly of an item on conhvening
a special conference to ccnslder setting up within the IAEA
framework an International Program for Nuclear Explosioné

1From Geneva, tel, 4692, Sept. 5, 1968, Confidential; to.
Geneva, tel, 234483, Sept. 7, 1968, Confidential,

2From Geneva, tel. 4652, Sept. 2, 1968, Confidential; to
Geneva, tel. 232652, Sept. 4, 1968, Confidential,

3From Geneva, tel. 4714, Sept. 6, 1968, Confidential.

4pocuments on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 667-668, The IAEA
role was also recognized in the Swiss-Scandinavian-Japanese
resolution passed by the NNC (above, pp. 425-427).
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for Peaceful Purposes.l This resolution was merged with a
resolution sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, and Peru.2 The
Joint resolution incorporated the Mexican proposal for a
speclal conference and declared that it was highly important .
Lo draft an agreement setting up in the JAEA framework an
international Service for Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful
Purposes. It stated that charges for states which had
renounced nuclear weapons should be as low as possible. The
final paragraph requested the transmission of the Mexican
and Itallan working papers and other relevant documents %o
the U,N. Secretary-General.3

There were separate votes in the Second Comnittee on
three paragraphs of the Latin American resolution. The
paragraph on an IAEA nuclear explosions service passed 34 %o
15, with 32 abstentions, The Mexican proposal for a special
conference was approved 31 to 19, with 30 abstentions., The
committee approved the final paragraph 32 to €, with 40
abstentions,- It then adopted the resolusion as a whole 28

to 13, with 40 abstenticns,4

1A/CONF, 35/C.2/1. 12,

2A§CONF. 35?0. 2;1,, 9. . '

3Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 639-641, The English.
version o the resoiution incorrectly referred to an International
Department for Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purpozes. The = °
Italian paper suggested an international conference to establish
an international body for cooperasion in nuclear .explosions
for peaceful uses, "either independent or within IAEA but
possessing the nacessary autonomy" (A/CCNF,35/C.2/2),

For - Afghanistan, Argentina, Austria, Brazil, Burma,
Cameroon, Chile, Colombia, Dahomey, Dominican Republilc,
Ghana, Guatemala, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Mexico,
Nigerla, Paraguay, Peru, Spain, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda,
United Republic o: Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia,
Zambia,

Against - Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, -Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Irayg, Ireland, Libya, Mcngolia, Poland, South Arrica,
UAR, Yemen,

Abstaining - Algeria, Belgium, Bolivia, Ceylon, China,
Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethicpia, FRG, Finland, Greece,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Liechtenstein, Malta, Mauritius, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Fakistan, Philippines, Portugal, Republic of Korea,

-Republic of Vietnam, Romania, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Sweden,

Switzerland, Syria, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, .

L
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In the plenary conference (September 26), there was
another vote on the Mexican paragraph, which now failed to
obtaln a two-thirds majority and was consequently dropped from-
) the resolution,l The final paragraph, however, was agproved
i " 30 to 7, with u8 abstentions, and therefore retained. The

vote on the resolution as a whole was 30 to 21, with 27
" abstentions. It therefore failed of adoption since there
was no two-thirds magority.

1The vote was 31 wo 24, with 29 abstentions:

For - Afghanistan, Algepia, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil,
Burma, Cameroon, Cevlon, Chile, Colombila, Dahomey, Dominican
Republic, FRG, Ghana, uuatemala, Iran, Italy, Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Kenya, Mexlco, Paraguay, Peru, Spain, Trinidad and
Tobago, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against - Australla, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada,
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, Hungary, Irag, Ireland,

: Libysa, Luxembourg, Mongolia, MOPOC“O, New Zealand, Norway,
A Poland, Saudl Arabvia, South Africa, Southern Yemen, Syria,
Tunisia, UAR, Yemen,
Abqtdin=q§ - Austria, China, Costa Rica, Lcuador,

thiopia, Greece, India, Indoensia, Israel, Japan, LaOa,
Lebanon Liechtenstein, Madagascar, Malta, Mauritius, Netherlands,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Portugal, Republic of Korea,
Republic of Vietrnam, Romania, Sormalia, Sweden, Switzerland,
) Thailand Turkey.
j 2For - Afghanistan, Argentina, Bolivia, Bra211, Cameroon
y : Ceylon'—ﬁhlle. Colombia, Costa Rica, Dahaney, Dominican
i Republic, Ecuadcr, FRG, Chana, Guatema*a - Ierael, Italy,.
Ivory Coast, Jamalca, Malta, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Spailn,
Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Againrst - Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia,
Hungary, Mongclia, Poland.

Abstaining - Algeria, Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Burma, China, Denmark, Finland, Greece, India, Indonesia,
Iran Iraq, Ireland, Japan, henya Lacs, Lebancn, Iibya,

iechtensteln Lnxembourg, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mcrocco,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigerila, Norway, Pakistar, Philippines,
Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of Vietnam, Rcmania,
San Marino, Saudl Arabila, Somalia, South Africa, Southern
Yemen, Sweden, Syria, Thalland, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
UAR, United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen.,
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Composition of the IAEA Board of Governors

Although we would have preferred for the NNC not to pass
any resolutions on the composition of the IAEA Board of
Governors, we were unable to keep the conference away from
this question because of 8trong sentiment among tne ,
developing countries, whlch felt that they were not adequately
represented on the Board, This sentiment was further abetted
by Italy, which wished tc obtain a permanent seat on the
Board. As noted above, the Swiss-Scandinavian-Japanesse

. resolution requested IAEA to study the question,l An African
.resolution recommended to IAEA that representation on the
Board be broadened "so as to reflect equitable geographical
distribution and the views of a broad spectrum <f the

114

Peo [ERPRSNN

P T2 N

developing countries, This resolution was adopted by the
plenary conference on. September 26 by a vote of 47 to O,
with 29 abstentions.?2

Rt N

We also learned that Italy planned to propose a revision
of the IAEA Statute to change the composition of the Board of
Governcrs.3 We opposed this moye and contemplated only a
standing committee within IAEA, On September 13, Under
Secretary of State Rostow told Ambassador Ortona that 1t would
be a mistake to seek amendment of the Statute and that Italy
might become a permanent member. of the standing committee
we contemplated. Ambassador Ortona indicated that Italy would
introduce her proposal atv tne IAEA General Conference. At

~ Vlienna, she obtained several co-sponsors for a resolution
urging the Board of Governors to study the question., The
General Conference approved it on September 30, '

Vi Em s amlebety

* Perpetuation of the NNC

The thorniest issue of all was the question of perpetuating
the NNC, This was posed by an Italian working paper {September 9)
on the establishment of machinery to implemen’ conference

Betomrs ety i cmmaealeamc £ o i s A PR AL - "L

lsee above, pp. 425-427. '
; 2Res., K (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 682-683).
! 3From Vienra, tel, 6363, Sept. 3, 1908, Limited Official

j \ ~
o 47 Geneva and Vienna, tei. 237734, Sept. 13, 1968,

i Confidentilal. ' ) '

! 5Po Rome, tel. 238777, Sept. 14, 1968, -Confidential.

¢ 6Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 667.
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i decisions, Attached to the working paper was$ an annex

. ' recommending that the General Assembly convene non-nuclear

' nronferences perlodically and set up a speclal committee on
peaceful uses to study ways of implementing conference
decisions, promote and recommend necessarX action, and
prepare the agenda of future conferences,

Our line was to argue that the ENDC, the General Assembly,
and IAEA would consider the questions that interested the :
: NNC regardless of what that organization did. It would .
o therefore be meaningless for the NNC to-carry over unfinished .
: business to a later sesslon, since the qguestion would be
dealt with elsewhere, Moreover, the fact that the nuclear
powers were not voting participants in the NNC was a strong
- argument for keeping dilscussioils in exlsting forums.2

Perpetuation was the primary concern of our. delegation,
which was not too hopeful about stopping it., On its
recomnmendation, Washington seént cut a circular instruction .
arguing that existing forums were adequate and stating tnat
- we did not plan to-participate in further conferences along
' NNC lines. An acceptable alternative would be for the
’ NNC to ask the General Assembly to reexanlne 1ts conclusions
at a8 future session in the light of progress in respcnsible
organs and agencies,

; ~ We were unable to stem the tide. On Septemver 20, Italy

submitted a dr?ft resoiution incorporating the annex to her

working paper.# In the NAC, the ltalian representative |

declared that he could not accept cur objections to the NNC,

He considered the non-proliferation treaty amblguous and

' "eyen in certain respects unsatisfactory" and held that it

. needed periodic review both for procedures and for substance., - ~
The (ferman representative expressed support for the Italian
position and noted that the FRG was not a member of the
Inited Nations or the ENDC and was about to glve up.its
rotational seat on the IAEA Board of Governors.>

1p/coNp,.35/C.2/1.

2From Geneva, tel, 4716, Sept. 6, 1963, Confidential,

3From Geneva, tel. 4889, Sept. 18, 1968, Confideritial;
cirec. tel. 241963, Sept, 20, 1968, Confidential.

bp/coNF.35/C.2/L. 11,

5From USNATO, tel. 4904, Sept. 25, 1968, Confidential.
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Italy withdrew her resolution and became co-sponsor of
a draft resolution introduced by 14 Latin American states,
This resolution recommended that the General Assembly convene
the NNC periocdically and establish a Special Committee of
non-nuclear states., The Special Committee would study ways
of implementing NNC conclusions, carry out studles, prepare
the programs of future conferences, and make an annual report
tosthe General Assembly., It would hold its first sesslon in
19 9. : .

On September 27 the plenary ccnference adopted a watered-
down version of the ILatin American resolution which deletead
the provisions for the Special Committee and reduced the .
operative part to cne paragraph:

/[The NNC/ invites the General Asscmbly, at
its present session, to consider the best ways
and means for the implementatlon of the decisions
taken by the Conference, and the continuity of the
work. undertaken, and at a subsequent session, to .
consider the queqtlon of the convening of a second
Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States,?

This resolution was approved by a vote of 75 to O, As events

were to show, however, we ‘had not heard the last of the
Specilal Committee,

conference declaration

Ir. its final declaration, the NNC stressed "the‘ﬁecessity
of further steps for an early solutlon of the question of

security assurances in the nuclear era. tb appealed to all
countries to observe the U.N. Charter and "generally accepted
norms of international law." An immediate cessation of the

arms race, accelerated nuclear dlsarmament, and general and
complete dlsarmament were indispensable, Pending the achleve-
ment of general and complete disarmament, steps should be
urgently taken on various collateral measures, The NNC noted -

lA/CONF 35/L.3. A revised version would call. the committee
the Special Commlittee of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-
Weapon States (A/CONF.35/L.3/Rev. 1). )

2Res, N (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 684-685),

SECRETANOFORN
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the non-proliferation treaty and considered that it should be
followed up by dlsarmament measures,

Noting the importance of nuclear energy in economic '
development, the NNC stated:

...It 1s imperative to ensure conditions which
would promote the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,
encourage international co-operation in this area,
ensure unhampered flow of nuclear materials under
appropriate and ef'fective international safeguards,
as well as lnformation, sclentific knowledge and
advanced nuc lear technology exclusively for
; peaceful purposes on a nondiscriminatory basis,

] : The Conlerence stresses the Importance of the
potential use of nuclear explosive devices for
peaceful purposes within appropriate and effective
international safeguards which should be prepared
as soon asg possible and under strict infernational
control. . -

The Conference relterates the need for
appropriate internatisnal assistance, including
financing, for the purposes of greater appiication
of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy., In this
respect the Conference underlines the necessity of
an active co-operation and co-ordination of the
programmes of all international organizations and
agencles concernad with the development of developing
countries, At the same time 1t recognizes the
important role of the IAEA whose resources should
pe increased, but which should adapt itself
adequately for its further responsibilities.

| It recommended that the General Assembly consider the best
ways of implementing NNC decisions, "including the consideration
of the question of convening another Conference at an

. appropriate time." Originally submitted by India and Yugoslavia,

: the declaration was much watered down by amendments by Canada
and others.l An Italian attempt to include a more specific

1see A/CONF.35/L.4, Adds. 1-2, and Rev, 1, 2; A/CONF.35/L.7"
and Rev, 1. '
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call for another NNC conference was unsuccessful. The declaration
was adopted by a vote of 71 .to O, with 1 abstention,l

23rqd General Assembly

For several reasons, the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon
States failed to fulfill the hopes of its sponsors, No '
strong leadership emerged, and the recuirement for a two-
! thirds majority meant that the nuclear powers, though not
! "entitled to vote, were often able to muster a "blocking third"
; through corridor activity with friendly delegations. Never-~
theless, the NNC movement was far from dead, and it was
evident that its partisans would continue to press their
views in the General Assembly. In that forum, the nuclear
poviers would be able to vote and publicly declare their
positions., On the other hand, it was doubtful if they would
be able to get a majority to decilide that NNC resolutions
were "important gquestions" and thus subject to a two-thirds
rule, ‘ '

e aT. e B g AT A

Italy had attempted to assert leadership amorg the
non-nuclear nations, partly because she wanted the IAEA
Board of Governors reorganized .to give her a permanent seat.
During Forejign Minister Medici's October visit to the -
Jnited States, ACDA Director Foster told him that we were
prepared to serlously consider the Italian desire for a
permanhent seat. Mr. Foster later senf, him a personal letter
stressing the importance of not derogating the IAEA by
establishing overiapping machinery, New U.N, machinery
: "might well ilead to unrealistic and excessive demands for
: financial and vechnical assistance in developing the .
peaceful uses of avomic energy." It would create new obstacles -
to the non-proliferation treaty, and it would also excliude
the FRG and Switzerland since those countries were nst U.N,
members, We had already gone .as far as we. could with security
assurances, and all_that could now be done was to strengthen
the United Nations.2

e VAR AN s YOS D LS s o

- de g

-

P e

lDocuments on Disarmament, 1908 pD. 685 fr.
2Foster to Ackliey, 1tr., oct. 22, 1968, with attached
ltr. from Foster to Medici, Oct. 22, 1968, Confidential,
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Foreign Minister Medici replied that ltalian policy would
help the treaty by overcoming the reservations of significant
countries, He denied that a standing commlttee would overilap
with IAEA or other existing bodies. DBut IAEA was an
"essentially technical and executive agency" which could not
adequately deal with the poiitical aspects of the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. At the same time, Italy opposed

. assigning security questions to the proposed zommittee.l

The Italian Mission in New York became the center of
pro-NNC activity at the 23rd General Assembly. The first
conerete proposal was a Pakistanl resolution propesing the
establishment of an ad hoc committee to follow up implementation
of NNC declsions, conslider further steps on securlty assurances,
and report to the 24th General Assembly, The next General
P Assembly session would also conslder the questicn of holdlng
: a second NNC or convening a special/conference cn security

assurances, 2 '

' . The Japanese, who initially participated in the NNC

t : caucus, informed our delegation that they had been instrueted
B to work closely with us and asked if we were against any .
kind of ad hoc committee, We replied that wme were; if the
ccmmittee was limited to peaceful uses, it would duplicate
TAEA, and it would be even more harmful 1f it also covered
security assurances,3 The Soviet attitude was also negative.
Ambassador Roshchin was very concerned about the Pakistani
resolution and considered thatv it would be extremely dangzrous
for a new committee to take up security assurances,

md e v o

P

Vithin the NNC group, there were varyling views about the

. functions of the committee, The Yugoslavs would have the

. committee meet by March 19€9, follow up the implementation of

! . NNC decisions, and report to the 24th General Assembly. They _
also contemplated a special conference on security assurances,>

e e

i 1o Rome, tel. 272684, Nov. 15, 1968, Confidential.

2From New York, tel. 7431, Oct. 30, 1968, Secret,

i JFrom New York, tel, 7464, Oct. 31, 1968, Secret,
berom New York, tel, 7500, Nov. 1, 1968, Secret.

S5From New York, tel. 7607, Nov. 7, 1968, Confidential.

P

SECRESNORECRN

= - S———— s~
N
3

wa et

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

e e p—— —————— o e
P

;

§

SECRES/NORORN
- 441 -

Jtallar amendments to the Pakistani resclution provided that
the committee should deal with peaceful uses of nuclear
energy, but securlty assurances were not specifically
excluded.l A Chilean amendment, con the other hand, would
include security assurances in the purview of the committee,2
The Japanese prepared a draft resolution which would have
the committee study the security assurances problem and
report to the General Assembly, mhe question of a second
NNC would be placed on the agenda of a future General Assembly
session.3 From our point of view, the Japanese proposal at

- least had the merit of leaving TAEA alonhe,

X Although the situation was anything ut promising,
: Washington believed that we could "marshal /"'p sizeable
N " and influential group in opposition, particularly if they '
‘ can be brought together on some acceptab1° alternative
. prfe] thg/ anticipated Italian propcsal.” Since the Japanese
draft appeared to be the best alternative available, we
would support it if the section on the committee was replaced
with a provision permitting the question of a second NNC
! or a meeting of the Disarmament Commission to be placed cn
' the agenda of a future General Assembly. We remained firmly
opposed to any speclal committee, which we regarded as a
"device to extract further ccncessions from /the/ nuclear
powers for greater assistance to non-nucliear in peacpful
s uses, for greater securlity assurances, and...for greater
progress in nuclear disermement," We had already “made
maximuwn concessions 1n these areas, Whlle we were aware of
our responsibilities under the treaty, this was a long-term
program and we did not wish to be confronted with ' 'premature
and excessive demands which, if not satisfied, could be I
used to excuse delay in s1gning or ratifying Zf%_/ NpT,"

e kp” o k= =,
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The Japanese ideas were virtually lghored by the Italian
Mission group, which produced a draft resolution calling
for an ad hoc comnlittee which would consider both peaceful -
uses and security assurances,5 While the Japanese consulted

et tey

[PRTRRSE Nes

irrom New York, tel. 7609, Nov. 7, 1968, Confidential,
: ' <From New York, tel. 7645, Nov. 8, 1968, Confidential,
: From New York, tel. 7573, Nov. 5, 1968, Confidential,

Ypo New York, tel. 269016, Nov, 8, 1968, Confidential,
; S5From New York, tel. 7719, Nov. 12, 1968 Confidential,
; A slightly revised version appears in New York, tel. 7832,
v Nov, 15, 1968, Conridential,
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~others about a counter-resolution and weighed our suggestions,
we showed theilr resolution, with our proposed revisions, %o
the Soviets, who reacted favorably,l

On Yovember 19, Itallan Mlnister Terruzzi gave Flsher
a memorandum urging the United States to support the Itallan
proposal for an ad hoc committee. The Italians argued that
most nonaligned countries favored the reference to security
assurances and that this was justified because the dcor
should be left open for the French and Chinese to adhere %o
, she Security Council resolution., Moreover, the committee
; ‘was necessary to coordinate crganizations concerned with
nuclear energy. Mr, Terruzzi implied that the proposal
might be dropped if Italy obtained a permanent seat on the
: IAEA Board of Governors. Mr., Fisher pointed out that the
i committee would only complicate IAEA-Euratom safeguards
% negotiations. If Italy had a grievance with IAEA, he
: ohserved, she was proposing a. cure that was worse than the
i disease,?
b

The Soviets now came up with a draft resolution which
onltted all reference to a committee or a session of the
Disarmamant Commission. It would refer the NNC resolutions
and declaration-to the international organizations concerned
and ask the Secretary-General to appoint a group of experts
to report on possible nuc¢lear contributicns tc the advancement
of developing countries. The latter provision, also contained
in the Pakistani resolution, was non-controversial.3

NP e e e

After dilscussing the situation, the American and Soviet
delegations agreed that it would be best for us to pass the
Soviet draft to the Japanese and Dutch, who were forming a
group at the Finnish Mission to produce a counter-resolutlon,
The initial draft of this group endorsed the NNC declaration
and drorped the reference to the Disarmament Commisslon we )
had suggested. Our delegation immediately objected to endersing

N T, T S S O L

lprom New York, tel. 7793, Nov. 14, 1968, Confidential.
.The modiried Japanese resclution appears in New York, tel,
7831, Nov. 15, 1968, Confidential.
2P0 Romz, tel, 275642, Nov, 21, 1968, Confidential,
3From New York, tel, 8011, Nov, 22, 1968, Confidential.
For tactical reasons, the Soviets later had Bulgarila and
{fungary table a resolution along these lines on Dec, 5, but
"1t was never put to a vote (A/C.1/L.452), :

YVt et e b S, ~ - o
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the NNC declaration,i and the Soviets also took a negative
position on this point,?2

The Italian Mission group then picked up the Disarmament
Commission idea and attempted to explcit it for 1ts own
purposes. Its draft resolution was revised to provide for
a Disarmament Commission session not later than May 196G
to consider NNC conclusions, disarmament, securilty assurances,
and international cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy.3

Soviet delegate Schevchenko strongly opposed this
proposal and peointed out that it would involve the Disarmament
Commlssion in subjects outslde its scope, such as peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. Moreover, it wculd concentrate heavily
on security assurances, including draft protocols to impose
further obllgatiors on the nuclear powers, ACDA Assistant
Director De Palma urged him to be restralned in objecting
to the counter-resoluticn, which offered the only hope of
defeating the Italian Mission prcposal, Although Moscow had
strong objectlons to the counter-resolution and had given
the Soviet delegation very firm instructions, they showed
restraint in their comments, % ‘

Washington anproved our delegation's opposltion tec. a
May 1969 meeting of thz Disarmament Commission. "We continue
to believe," it told the delegation, "that /a / UNDC meeting.
would be preferable to an ad hoc committee, but we are of the
view that / a / UNDC secsion 5e<ween now and /Ehe/ next GA
would not produce constructive results - particularly if it
focused on security assurances and peaceful uses - and would
likely make more difficult Progress in obtaining further
signatures and ratification of /the/ NPT." Our delegation
should continue to take the position that the 24th General Assemtly
snould conglder whether a Disarmament Commission session would
be useful. As a fallback position, we could agree to have the
Secretary-General poll U.N. members on a Disarmament Commission’
gession, but there should be no meeting before the 24th General
Assembly. If the Japanese provision for endorsing the NNC

lFrom New York, tels, 8016, Nov, 22, 1968, and 8087,
Nov. 27, 1968, Confidential.

2rrom New York, tel. 8073, Nov. %, 1968, Confidential.

3From New York, tel. 8135, Nov. 28 1968 Confidential.

YFrom New York, tels., 8089 and 8099, Nov. 27, 1968,
Confidential,
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\ .
declaration was retained in spite of our opposition, we could
vote against it while voting for the counter-resolution

as a whole.l

Meanwhile, the morale of the Finnish Mission group had
been waverihg, and 1t seemed doubtful for a time whether
spcnsors could be found for a counter-resolution, On
November 29, however, it produced a revised resolution which
endorsed the NNC declaration and requested the Secretary-
General to put the questicn of a Disarmament Commission -~
session on the agenda of the 24th General Assembly,.2

i The key 1ssue now appeared to be the timing and terms of
reference of a Disarmament Commission session., The Sovist

' delegation received new instructions cpposing a session at

. any time, Mr, Schevchenko tcld our delegation that they

wculd oprose it regardless of the terms of reference, because

it was linked with NNC ideas.3

-Ambassador Roshchin explained to FFoster that the

Soviets did not wish to give the Disarmament Commission

responsibility for implementing NNC conclusions, since this

T - would perpetuate the NNC, They alsc thcught that assigning
peaceful-uses questions to the Disarmament Commission would

interfere with IAEA. For these reasons, they opposed the-

counter-resolution as well as the Italian Mission draft.

Mr, Foster agreed that the NNC should not be perpetuated and

that there should be no interference with exilsting organizations.

To avold an early Disarmament Commisslon, session, howevar,

we consldered it necessary to recognﬂze that the 24th Gezneral

Assembly could take up the question,

R R

The Pinnish Mission draft resolution was the first to
be surfaced. It was tabled on December 3 by Australia,
Austria, Ganada, Finland, Japan, and the Netherlands.Y This
initiative gave the Finnish Mission group an important
tactical advantage, as the Italian Mission group was soon to-
reallze, On Decemter 5, Argentina, Brazll, Chile, Italy,
Pakistan, and Yugoslavia submlitted a resolution in which they

Y LS g s e St A W A i bt S i B

lpo New York, tel. 279949, Nov. 30, 1968, Confidential.
2wpom New York, tel., 8187, Nov. 30, 1968, Confidential,
3From New York, tel., 8188, Nov. 30, 1968, Confidential.
4prom New York, tel. 8218, Dec., 3, 1968, Confidential.
5Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 761-762. :
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asked the Secretary-General to canvass U.N, members on convening
the Disarmament Commission "either not later than July 1969

or after the twenty-fourth sesslon of the General Assembly

and before March 1970." The Disarmament Commission would
consider. disarmament, security assurances, and peaceful uses

of nuclear energy.l .

Negotiatlons Letween the two groups produced a revised

resolution which followed the main lines of the Finnish
Mission draft. The General Assembly would endorse the NNC -
declaration, take note of NNC resolutions, and request the
Secretary-General to circulate them to members cf the
United Nations, specialized agencles, and the IAEA, Inter-
national organizaticns and the IAEA would be invited to report .
to the Secretary-General on action regarding NNC recommendations,
The International Bank, the U.N. Development Progran, and
IAEA would continue to study the recommendatlions of the NNC
peaceful-uses resclution.  The Secretary-General wculd
1 report on the information he received from those concerned.
: The 24th General Assembly would .consider the questions of
(1; convening the Disarmament Commission =arly in 1976 "to

‘ consider diszrmament and the related question of the security

- of nations" and (2) international cooperation in the peaceful

; uses of nuclear energy, The Secretary-General would appoint

} a group of experts to report on nuclear contributions to
- the advancement of developing countries.?2

e e ATTE L ATeAN T begs e w e

At the request of the United States, there was a
separate vote in the First Committee on the paragraph endorsing
the NNC declaration, This paragraph was approved by a vote
: of 84 toc 8, with 10 abstentions, the Soviet Union voting
. agalnst and the United States -abstaining. The resolution as
.a whole was approved by the plenary General Assembly on
3 " December 20 bty a vote of 103 to 7, with 5 abstentions,3

The Italian Mission draft resolution had orizinally
contained twc Mexlican proposals whlch were dropped during
the negotiations with the Finnish Mission: (1) General
Assembly endorsement of the NNC nuclear-firee zones resolution

1Ibid., pp. 776-779. ‘

cPt. A of G.A. res. 2456 (XVIII): ibid.,.pp. 797-799.

3The USSR, Bulgaria, Eyelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Poland, and the Ukrainian SSR voted against the
resolution, Cuba, Guinea, Malawl, Mauriltania, and Syria
abstained.
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and (2) a report on the establishment within the IAEA frame-
work of an international service for peaceful nuclear

i explosions, Mexlcoc immediately set about reintroducing them-

; 4 as separate resolutlons, On instructions, Mr, De Palma

Do " tried to persuade Garcia Robles to substitute language leaving
the peaceful nuclear explosions question in the hands of . .

. TAEA, but he refused to do so.l The nuclear-free zones
; . resolution was adopted 98 %o 0, with 16 abstentions,© The

}

Iro New York, tel. 282961, Dec, 6, 1968 Confidential;
from New York, tel. 8353, Dec. 7, 1968 Confidential.

2Pt. B of G.A, res, 2456 (XXIII).

Por -~ Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Buruadi,
Cameroon, Canada, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, "hlna, Congo (Brazzaville),
Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic - Republlc of Congo, Denmark,
Dominicar Republic, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon,
Gambia, Ghana, Qreece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Irag, Ire¢and Israel, Italy, Ivory
: Coast, Jamaica, Japarn, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwalt, Iaos, Lebanon,
Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldive
‘ Islands, Mall, Maita, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal,

i Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philipplnes, Portugal,
Rwanda, Saudl Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
South Africa, Southern Yemen, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Syria,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
Uganda, UAR, U,K,, United Republic of Tanzania, U.S.,
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against - None,

Abstaining - Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Central African
Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Gulnea, Hungary,
Malawi, Mauritania, Mongolla, Poland, Romania, Somalia,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR. .
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peaceful nuclear explosions resolution was approved 75 to 9,
with 30 abstentions.l

: Also separated from the Italian Mission draft was'a

) Pakistani proposal urging the United States and the Soviet
Union to begin strateglc arms limltation talks at an early
date, Reintroduced by Paklstan and several other states,
this resolution was approved by the General Assembly 108 to
0, with seven abstentions (Central African Republic, Puba,
France, Guinea, Malawi, Mauritania, Tanzanla)

The Last Phase

O S

86 countries, incliuding the GDR, had signed the treaty
before President Johnson left office, 62 signed on July 1,
and 16 more signed before the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia.
The repercussions of that event, together with the failure
of the U.S. Senate to act on the treaty, reversed this
favorable trend, and only 8 more signed before January 20,
196G, By that time 6 countries, including the United Kingdom,

AN AT, o N

1pt. ¢ of G.A, res. 2456 (XXIII).

For - Afghanistan, Argentina, Austria, Barbados, Boiivia,
Brazil, Burma, 3urundi, Ceylon, Chad, Colombvia, Cyprus,
Dahomey, Democratic Republic of Congo, Dominican Republiic, ..
Ei Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala.
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Indila, Indonesia, Iran,
Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Kuwalt, Laos, l.banhon,
Iiveria, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldive
Islands, Mali, Mzlta, Mauritius, Mexicc, Morocco, Nepal,
Netherlands, Nicaragua Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, ParagJay.
Peru, Portugal, Romanla, Saudl Arabia, Senegal, Siurra Leone,
Singapore, Somalia, Scuthern Yemen, Spain, Sudan, Sweden,
Thalland, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunicia, Turkej, Unlted
Repubiic of Tanzania, Venezuelia, Yugoslavia, Zambila,

Against - Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia,
HungaTy, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K.

© Abstaining - Algeria, Australia, Be]gium, Canada, Central
African Repubiic, China, Congo,(Brazzaville), Cuba, Denmark,
France, Gambia, Greece, Gulnea, Iraq, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jordan,
Malawl, Mauritania, New Zealand, Niger, Norway, Philippines,
Pwanda South Afxr 1ca, Syria, Uganda, UAR, U,S., Yemen
Pt D of G.,A., resolution 2456,
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had deposited 1nstruments of ratificatiod.l

During the 1968 Senate hearings, the AEC listed 7
countries which probably had adequate resources to manufacture
"reagonably sophisticated”" nuclear weapons and delivery
systems in 5 to 10 years: Australia, Canada, the TRG, India,
italy, Japan, and Sweden. Off this group, Canada and Sweden
had signed the treaty, and Italy wias expected to do so in|
the near future. India was still opposed to the treaty,
and the others had not decided.

The AEC also named 16 countries which would probably
take longer to reach that level, since their resources were
more limited. EKalf. of this group hagd signed the treaty:
Austria, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, the Netherlands, Hungary,
Poland, the UAR, and Yugoslavlia. The others in thils group
were: Argentina, Brazil, Chlle, Israeli, Pakistan, South.
Africa, Spain, and Switzerland.> - Except for Switzerland,
prospeczs for early signature by these countries were not
bright.

Much depended, however, on the example of <the ‘United
States, and here the situation was faverable. Although
Mr. Nixon had questioned the timing of Senate action on the
treaty during the campaign, he had not attacked the substantive
provisicns of the treaty. It never became a partisan issue,
and there was strong support for the treaty among Senators
of both parties, The new President’s first major arms-control
decislon was toc recommend Senate approval, and the Senate gave
its advice and consent %o ratification on March 13, 1969.5

ISenator Fuloright was sent a list of 84 sigrnatories on
January 17 (Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings Before the
Committee on Foreign Kelations, United States Senate, Ninety-
first Congress, First Session, on ixecutive H, 90th Congressg,
Second Segsion, pt. 2, p. 309), This Iist does not includz the

Date: 06/25/2018

GDR, since the U.S. formally declined to accept Soviet notification

of GDR signature, It also omits the Sudan, which slgned 1n
Moscow on Dec, 24, 1963, -

ENonproliferstion Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on

Forelgn Relatlons, United States Senate, Ninetieth Congress,
Second Session, con Execubtive H, 90Th Congress, Second session,
ppo 30-3.].- !

31bid, . _ '

YRusk to Fulbright, ltr., Jan, 17, 1969, Secret/Noforn,

5The treaty was approved by a vote of 83 to 15.
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Eackground

On September 5,.1962, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Gilpatric stated that the United States did not plan to
place any weapons of mass destruction in orbvit:

Today there is no doubt that either the
United States or the Soviet Union could place
thermcnuclear weapons in orbift, but such an

- aetlon is jJust not a rational military strategy
for either slde for the foreseeable futurc,

We have no program to place any weapons.
of mass destruction into orblt, Anr arms
race in space will not contribute to our
security., T can think of no greater stimulus
for a Soviet thermonuclear arms effort in
space than a United States commltment to such
a program, - This we will not do.

At the same time that we are pursulng
ccoperative scilentific efforts in space
through the Unlted Nations and otherwise, we
will of course take such steps as are
necessary to éefend ourselves and our allies;
if the Soviet Union forces us to do so, This
<s in-accordance with the inalienable right cf
self-defense confirmed in the United Nations
Charter.l -

In October 1962, ACDA Director Foster. told Foreign ‘
Minlster Gromyko that the United States had no intentvicn of
engaging in an arms race in outer space. It would welcome
either a joint declaration or simultaneous unllateral
declarations, or an agreement that nelther state would place
weapons of mass destruction into outer space. He observed
that at the present time only the United States and the USSR
had the capability of placing objJects into space. Wnen other
nations acquired this capability, it would be logical to include -

lnocuments on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 536-537.
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t ' them in such an arrangement at the appropriate time, |
Mr. Gromyko replied that his government still considered'
that the prohibition of the use of outer space feor military
purposes was organically connected with the elimiration of
forelgn military bases. Mr, Foster explained that the )
United States beileved that 1t would be better to separate
the problem of missiles and bases from that cf orbiting
; objects., Since control of objects in outer space was more
: . difficult than of those on the ground such objects were more
" accident-prone than missiles. He again stressed American ’
H : desire to :xplore this matter further with the Soviet Union,
i Mr, Gromyko reiterated the Soviet position on the problem
' but added that Soviet experiments. with satellites were for
technical and scientific purposes only.l The USSR made no
furfher response at this time. The Director also broached
the matter with Ambassador Tsarapxin at Geneva later that'
year,

In June 1963, Mexico submitted to the ENDC an outline
draft treaty prohibiting the orbiting or stationing in ocuter
space of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction,3
Commenting on the Mexlcan proposal, Ambassador Tsarapkin
observed that 1t was Jlncorrect to singlie out the prcblem of
: weapons 1in outer space from the general problem of disarmament,
: especlally the question of the elimination of military
bases on foreign territories. '"These tﬁo questions shculd
be dealt with simultaneously," he said. The U.S8. reacticn
to the Mexican draft treaty was that it presented problems
from the standpoint of protecting our interests_ in outer
space and that much of 1t was more appropriate for discussion
by tg; Un%*ed Nations Quter Space Committee rather than by

the ENDC,

PR

W et s ey P

Oon aeptember 19, 1963, Foreign Minister Gromyko told the
General Assembly that his government was "willing now to take

iMemcon Foster-Gromyko, Oct. 17, 1962, Confidential/
Limdis.

2Memorandum by U. Alexis Johnson for Fisher, Mar, 22, 1963,
Secret. .

3Documents on Dlsarmament 1963, pp. 239-242,

YENDC/PV. 157, D, 49. S
: 5U,S.-U.K. Dlsarmament Talks - Outer Space (ACDA back-
. ground), July 23, 1963, Confidential, :
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steps in order to prevent the spread. of the armaments race to
outer space" and wanted to "reach agreement with the United
States government to ban the placing into orbit of objects
with nuclear weapons cn board."l The following.day President
Kennedy called for negotiations "to work out a practicable
" arrangement to this end."? :

F P g

At the request of the Secretary of State, ACDA proposed
three possible alternative courses of action and forwardsd
(1) a draft unilateral policy declaration; (2) a draft
General Assembly resolution and U.S, statement to be made
at the time of passage of the resolution; and (3) a draft
agreement between the United States and the Soviet,Union.3

et 027w @

Although the Soviet Union wanted something as close to
a formal agreemeunt as possible, the Committee of Principals
decided October 8, 1963, that the best arrangement for a
ban on tombs in orbit would be a General Assembly resolution.
The Secretary of State thougnt that ‘pecause cf constitutional
and Congressional problems an informal arrangement, such as
a General Assembly resolution, was preferable at that time.
Moreover, the Presidenf wanted. to avyid any too formal or
binding arrangemeni, such as an executive agreement. The
. resolution would have to be acceptable to both the United
1 ) States and the Sc.let Unilon, and any wording or provision

- objectionable to either power would have to be rejected,
The Joint Chiefs wished to reserve the right to place small

) nuclear weapons in orbit; they preferred the phrase "weapcns
: of mass destruction” to "nuclear weapon:," " The JCS '
representative agreed with the Secretary of State, however,
that the former phrase would be generally understood to
include all nuclear weapons,

[ N S R S SR TR

lpocuments on Dizarmament, 1983, p. 523.
<Ibid., p. 520.
hFos er to Rusk memorardum, Oct. 4, 1963, Confidential.

! , ACDA, Meeting of the Committee of Principals, Oct. 8,
i 1963: Conclusions Respecting U.S. Approach 1o an Arrangement

Agalnst Placing Weapons cf Mass Destruction in Orbit,
{Ericlosure, Memcon: Meeting of Committee of Principals
Concerning Bombs in Orbit), pp. 1-5, 7-3, Top Secret,
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The Soviet Union and the other ENDC particlpants quietly
agreed tu cosporsor a U,S, draft resolution, with some minor
changes in wording. The Mexican representative tabled it on
October 15, Ambassador Stevenson told the First Committee cn
the following day that the United States had no intention of
orbiting or stationing in outer space vehicles carrying -
weapons of mass destruction,l The resolution, which was
adopted by acclamation ty the General Assembly on QOctober 17,
1963, noted the American and Soviet statements, and called
cn all states to refrain from placing in ortit or stationing
in space vehicles carrying weapons of mass destruction,.?

Mr. Foster regarded passage of the resolutibn as fulfil-
ment of a basic Agency objectlive and implementation of this
government!s intenticn to keep outer space free from wegpons
of mass destrucvion, At an arms control conference, cohvened
by a university-based group, he declared that ACDA had long

desired a ban on placing such weapons in space. Without such

a prohibition there was a great risk that "an arms race in -
space might develcp simply for prestige reasons," he said,
"prather than because of any real military utility., After .
full coordination with other agencies, we entered into
negotlations with the Soviet Union,"3 These resulted in

-adoptlon of the General Assembly resolution,

" On December 13, 1963, the  General Assembly unanimously
approved the Declaratlon of Legal Prinqiples.cherning the
Activitles of States 1n the Exptoraticn and Use of OQuter
Space, The orbiting resolution and the Declaration of

Legal Principles were the basis for further efforts in this

field.

ACDA Research

ACDA engaged in a 'substantial amount of staff work,
aided by an intensive contract research program, to determine
whether a formal agreement or treaty on the exploration

iDocuments on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 535-537.
dIbido’ p. 538

3Tvid., pp. 571-572.

.HIPId., pp. b4L4-GL6.
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of outer space was feasible and technically sound. Continuing
liaison on the problem was maintained between ACDA and
Department of State officials during the next three years,
After Ambassador Goldberg became U.S. representative to

the United Nations in 1905, it was understood -that he and
his staff would play a major part in negotiating an outer—
space treaty which embodied U.S8. desires and hopes on the
subject and which fully protected American interests and
security. The results of ACDA!'s staff work and research

' activities on the subject from 1962 to 1966 were relayed

to the Ambassador and hls staff by way of the Department of
State,

Meanwhlle, several in-house studles and a number of
external contract studies relating to the problem of
i preventing the spread of the arms race to outer space were
i undertaken by ACDA. Beginning in 1962, three successtve
: yearly studies by the Sylvania Corporation (ACDA/ST-12, 42,
: and 81) included the subject of space weapons and their
: identification, inspection, and verification., ©Other contract
i studies dealing with this subject were made for ACDA by
! © Aerospace Corporation (ACDA/ST-13 and 43) and. the Hudson’ ‘
; Institute (ACDA/ST-51). 1In 1963 the Jet Propuision Laboratory
] ' (California Institute of Technology) undertook fcr ACDA ‘
and NASA jointly a study (NAS 7-100) concerned with the use
of space technology for arms ccntrol purposes and the impact
of disarmament proposals upon space programs. One phasef of
thls study was concerned with the applicability of the
i principles of the Antarctic Treaty to an outer-space treaty.

Negotiating the Treaty

On May 7, 1966, President Johnson declared that there
was an urgent. need for an international agreement to guarantee
that exploration of the moon and other celestial bodies would
be for peaceful purposes only., The essentlal elements of
such a treaty, he said, would be as fcliows:

[ T T 2 LT A IR

The moon and other celegiial bedies shcould
be free for exploration and use by all countries,
No country should be permitted to advance a ‘
claim of soverelgnty, There should be freedom
of sclentifiec investigatlion, and all countries
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shiouid cooperate in sclentific activities

relating to celestial bodles., '~ Studies should

b2 made to avoid harmful contamination. . !
Astronauts of one country should give any , SR T
necessary help to astronauts of another country,

No country should be permitted to station weapons

of mass destruction on a celestial body. Weapons

tests and military maneuvers should be forbidden,

. e € AT A Gt k. i e e N = e S e L

He asked Ambassador Goldberg to Initiate eariy U.N. negctiations
" on an outer-space treaty.l

. In a letter dated May 9, Ambassador Goldberg transmitted
the President's proposal to the Chalrman of the U,N, Commlttee
on the Peaceful Useg of Outer Space and stated that the
propcsal was based on the long-standing concern of the

Unlted States to promote internationai cooperaticn .in the
exploration of outer space for peaceful purposes. He urged
an early convening of the Committee's Legal Subcommlttee to
prepare a draflt treaty for submlssion to the General Assembly.2~
On June 16, the United States and the Soviet Union submitted
draft treaties on the exploration of the moon and other
celestlal bedles to the Outer-Space Committee,

L 13

L ied a7

- The Departments of State and Defense and NASA had
the major respongivility for developing U,S. polley in
negotiatling the treaty. ACDA had two main areas of inberest
in the proposed treaty. The first concerned provisions
effecting limitations on weapons in orbit and fortifications
and military actilvities on celestial bodies. The second was
related to safeguards for U.S, security necessary as a result
of weapon pronititions and limitations. As 1in the case of \
the Antarctic Treaty, it was contemplated that ACDA would
probably he responsitle for the planning and carrying out of |
future inspections on celestial boedies.

it A e TR Cwebmins s A g e et T

JDocuments on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 275-276.

(ijd., Dp. 270-277. ;

‘303 and USSR Proposals for a Treaty on Celes*ial Bodies,
(ACDA background paper), June 14, 1966, Gonridential.

4an Assessment from An Arms Control and Disarmamens
Standpolat; of Proposed Drafts of a Treaty Governing Uses of
Space and Celestial Bodies (ACDA background paper),
July 25, 196b, Confidencial, .
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X In June 1966, Ambassador Goldberg testified before the

, Senate Forelgn Relations Committee concerning the proposed

H outer-space treaty. During the Committeels discusslons

' the question of ACDA's relaticnship to the proposed treaty

H came up. In response, Ambassador Goldberg indicated .that
during negotlation of the treaty he would be in ccnstant

. convact with ACDA in regard to. those portions of the treaty
with which the Agency was concerned,l

During the actual negotiations at New York and Geneva,
Sidney Graybeal, ACDA Deputy Assistant Director for Science
and Technology, served in an advisory capacity to Ambassador
Goldberg, participated in the day-to-day activities of the
Legal Subcommittee of the Outer-Space Committee, and tock part
in some of the bilateral talks with the Soviet representatives
assigned to the negotiations., In letters to ACDA Director:
Foster, Ambassador Goldberg expressed his appreciation for
the assistance rendered to him and his staff by ACDA personnel
during the negotiations.2 In addition, ACDA specialists
consulited with Department of State officials ccenecerned with

. formulating and negotlatling the treaty and made avallable
to them the results of ACDA thinking and research.d

Conp w . senem

A bed

I R

Negotlations were completed at the 21st General Assembly.
On December 8, President Jonhnson confirmed that agreement had
been reached on "the most important arms control developuent
, gince the limited test ban treaty of 1963."% o0n December 19
c the General Assembly adopted by acclamation a résolution
. commending the treaty and requestihg the depositary goverrments -
! the United States) the United Kingdom, and the Soviet

Unicn - to open it for cignature. The Treaty on Prineciples

i ¢overning the Activities of States in the Exploration and
: Use of Quter Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestilal
Bodies was opened for sighature a2t Washington, ILondon, and
Moscow on January 27, 1967, and sighed on that date by the
three depositary governments and many other countries. Both.

Crrrne &

1scoville (ST), Van Doren (GC) to Fisher, memorandum,
June go 1956, Confidential, :
Goldberg to Foster, letters, August 3, 1966,
Sccville, Van Doren to Flsher memorandum, cited supra,
4pocuments on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 80{ 808.
51bid,, pp. Bo9 If.
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.- the Department of State and the Department of Defense

) supported the treaty. During the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee hearings on the treaty, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Vance expressed the belief that compliance with the treaty
could be effectively monitored "through our space observation
and other technical surveillance systems,"l (General Wheeler
said that the JCS were concerned about verlfication and that
the threat of weapons in orbilt could be answered only

- through intensified efforts to improve our national detection
capabllities.2 The U.S, Senate approved the treaty on
April 25 by a vote of 88 to 0. It entered into force on
October 10, 1967.3

‘On that occasion, President Johnson said, "By adding
this treaty to the law of nations we are forging a permanent
‘disarmament agreement for outer space,... The spirlt of
international cooperatlen that has aﬁhieved thls agreement
is a beacon of hope for the future."? The Fresident has
predicted that "its significance will grow as cur mastery
of space grows, and our children will remark the wisdom of
this agreement to a greater degree than the present state
of our own knowledge quite permits today,"D

L T

The substance of the arms control provisions is in -
Article IV, This article restricts military activities in

\ two ways. First, it contains an undertaking not tc place’

in orbit around the earth, install on the moon or other
celestial bodies, or otherwise station in outer space nuclear
or any other weapdis of mass destruction. Second, it limits
the use of the moon and other celestial bodies exclusively

tco peaceful purposes, and expressly prohibits their use for
establishing military bases, installations, or fortifications;:
testing weapons of any kind; or conducting military mansuvers,

2
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lPreaty on Outer Space: Hearines Before the Committee on
Foreign Relations, Ninevieth Congress, Flrst Session, on
Executive D, 90%th Congress, First Session, pp. (9-82.

2Jodd.,, pp. 82-85.

3Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.

4Tbid., pp. 47B4-576.

5Ibid., p. 821,
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